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ABSTRACT

Designed as a reference to contemporary evaluation approaches,
this monograph brings together a variety of-old and new frame-
works and jdeas about evaluation and shows how they are related
to one another. Section I provides an overview of the contem-
porary evaluation scene. Section III presents summaries of

over 50 approaches to evaluation from a variety of social
fields, some preliminary sketches and others extensively devel-
oped. The middle section provides guidelines on how to sort
these out--how to choose and use evaluation approaches. Appen-
dixes give condensed contemporary program evaluation approaches,
evaluation approaches categorizec by field of origin, and a

try at developing a taxonomy of program evaluation. There is

an extensive bibliography, an index of authors, and an index
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FOREWORD

Evaluation has come a long way in education during the past
five years. Suddenly, if seems, everyone responsible for programs
has become conscious of evaluation within the context of accountability,
as well as improvement of their programs. In addition, research and
development projects Spdnsored by the Federal Government, and other
agencies, have had provisions for evaluations included in the contracts.

At the same time, increasing numbers of scholars have been re-
examining the existing evaluation models, have been modifying them and
proposing new versions. To the credit of the field, adult educators
have been among those in the forefron: adding to the development of
evaluation models.

Perhaps the most pressing need for evaluation models ir adult
education has been in the area of programs for disadvantaged adults.
Recognizing this need, the ERIC Clearinghouse on Adult Education took
the initiative to bring together the many contemporary approaches to
program evaluation as they can be applied to programs for disadvantaged

adults. To this end, the Clearinghouse commissioned Dr. Sara M. Steele

- to produce a monograph on this topic.

After a year's concentrated work, Dr. Steele and her team of
colleagues at the University of Wisconsin, produced this monograph.
Nearly fifty scholars and practitioners provided critical comments on

the various drafts of this monograph. The end product is a rather

comprehensive compilation of evaluation models suitable for programs




for disadvantaged adults, plus some practical guidelines for
applying the models to various situation which may confront a

practitioner.

ERIC/AE takes pride in presenting this document, and is

grateful to Sara Steele for her contribution tc the field.

Stanely M. Grabowski
Director
May 19, 1973 ERIC Clearinghouse on Adult Education
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PREFACE

“his monograph is written for those responsible for designing evaluation
strategy for an institution or agency. In some cases, this is the person who
conducts the program. In most instances, however, it's an administrator or
his assistants. Most of the intended audierice has some knowledge of much
of the material included. This publication, then, is a source of review and
a reference for them. It may also be of use to other program personnel.
Although it was contracted for in terms of evaluating recent social
programs, much of the content originated in other fields and most of it is
applicable regardless of the type of program that is being evaluated.
The monograph is a major team effort. The help of the following people
is acknowledged and greatly appreciated:
© the Wisconsin production team: Merrill Ewert, project assistant;
Colleen Schuh, editor; Alice Durnford, secretary; Linda Weeden,
final typist; Barbara Schutz, Charlene Durairaj, and Ruth
Jacobson, typists; Beverly Cunningham, administrative secretary.

® Dr. Patrick Boyle and other administrators and coileagues here at
the University of Wisconsin who arranged changes in responsibilities
so that the contract could be undertaken and who gave support and
encouragement throughout the project.

e the authors who created and refined the concepts and ideas summarized

in the monograph and the publishers who brought those ideas into

circulation.

© program personnel from throughout the United States ané Canada who
fitted reviewing the first draft into their extremely busy schedules.

©° professors of adult and extension education who gave impetus {o the
development of the classification structure.

e the Office of Education and ERIC Clearinghouse on Adult Education which
contracted with the University of Wisconsin for the manuscript and,
in particular, Dr. Stanley Grabowski, director of ERIC, who provided
the opportunity for proposing the idea for the manuscript and then
guided its development.
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~ INTRODUCTION

In the last 10 years many programs have emerged, such as adult basic educa-
tion, manpower training, applied nutrition, human resource development, citizen
education and leadership development, rehabilitation, that need to handle evalua-
tion effectively and efficiently. The last five years have produced a host of
ideas @bout what program evaluation is, what it should do,.and how it should
be done. Ideas about evaluation are in flux and transition. Yet, the éverage
person responsible for establishing concepts and strategies of evaluation at
the program operations level seldom has time to track down and study new
developments in evaluation. Nor, does he have time to analyze h~w well the g
proposed concepts meet his own needs, to identify gaps, and to be in a position
to help build more realistic approaches to evaluation.
This monograph is designed as a reference to contemporary evaluation approaches.
It brings together a variety of old and new frameworks and ideas about evalua-
tion and shows how they're related to.one another. It identifies some of the .
literature on evaluation from a variety of fields and some of the people who
are generating ideas about evaluation. It can serve you by:
1. Bringing you up to date on what has been happening to evaluation concepts.
2. Increasing your understanding of the present state of evaluatire approaches.

: 3. Providing a basis for supporting or improving the evaluative approaches
| you're now using.

4. Bringing to your attention frameworks that can help you design evalua-
i tive activities.

! 5. Providing background when you need to discuss evaluation with con-
sultants.

6. Identifying the areas where you need to be active and encourage others
to contribute to further development of evaluation strategy and tech-
niques that will be relevant and useful in evaluating your type of
program.
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The first section of the monograph provides an overview of the current
situation. The last section presents brief summaries of contemporary models
and approaches to evaluation. The middle section provides some guidelines
for developing evaluation and a problem-focused index to the various
models in the later section.

Those who want to get an overview of what's happening in evaiuation
will find the first section most useful. Those who want to improve or develop
an evaluation strategy may want to skip the first section and go directly
to Section II. However, some of the approaches included in the last section
will seem out of order unless you have kept up on recent trends in evaluation

literature or scanned Section I.

ERIC
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Section I

LOOKING AT THE CONTEMPORARY EVALUATION SCENE

This section presents an overview of what has been happening. It
(1) identifies some of the influences that particularly affect T,
programs for disadvantaged adults, (2) summarizes major developments in
the conceptualization of evaluation that have implications for those
programs, (3) introduces some of the types of approach that evaluation is
currently taking, and (4) suggests the kind of work that still needs to be
done before evaluation will attain its full effectiveness as a programming
tool.

Needs and Issueé in Evaluating
Programs for Disadvantaged Adults

Heroic attempts have been made to evaluate programs for disadvantaged
adults—~fhose adults who are at a disadvantage, whether socially, culturally,
economically, or physically in terms of the majority. Yet, there's often a
general feeling of uneasiness and frustration associated with such evaluation
because it has often proved less than satisfactory. There's a growing
realization that somethi..g's needed that trzaditional evaluation appréaches
haven't been able o give.

Evaluation strategies are needed that work well within the environment
surrounding programs for the disadvantaged. Although.most of the needs and
iséues involved in evaluating such programs may also be inherent in other
adult education programs, they're much more visible and create more pressure
and frustration in new or controversial programs-~especially programs with

a broad base of involvement of governmental agencies and the public.
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Examining some of the historical ahd environmental factors associated
with some program- for the disadvantaged may help to clarify the kinds of
evaluative acti ', -.eded ana bring the causes of uneasiness and frustra-
tion into sharper focus.

Some of the influences that strongly affect evaluation of programs for
the disadvantaged include:

1. Variance in viewpoints and needs.

2. Multiple units of programs.

3. Influence of state and federal funding.

4. Inherentness of conflict.

5. Lack of past operating history.

6. Relationship to established programs.

i 7. Assumptions about successful programs.

V" ~iance in Viewpoints and Needs

One major source of frustration is the lack of understanding of the
number of types of people who have needs for evaluative information about

programs and the extent to which these needs differ. Although all adult

education programs have a potential for five types of people--local
administrators, civie leaders and other influentiale, administratore of 3
funding agencies, program personnel, and program participantg---o> be

interested in evaluation, in most situations one or more of these groups :

are relatively passive. The interplay is between the needs of only one or
two of the groups. However, in programs for disadvantaged adults, not only
i are they all apt to be active, but the needs of a sixth group, soecial
policy makers, also exert pressure.
Social Policy Makere. Because programs for the disadvantaged are

enmeshed in social policy and are instruments for carrying out certain
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policies, evaluation is often requested and/or used by those trying to set

or influence social policy--legislators who introduce and promote

certain legislation, experts, politicians, leaders of causes. Those

concerned with social policy want conclusive research data to defend or
support policy decisions to show the value and effects of a program in
relation to a particular social problem or policy.

Civic Leaders and Other Influentials. Some influentials have no direct
connection with the funding of programs. Through their status position they
do, however, influence prospective clientele and the kinds of support that
programs receive. They're hard to identify. They may be bartenders, priests,
street gang leaders, or cops or the beat. They evaluate programs and affect
the program by their support, opposition, or indifference. Less is known about

; the criteria they apply or the kind of information they use. But because
t their position of influence usually rests in part on their being on top of

i things and giving good advise to their supporters, they have needs related

: to program evaluation.
' Other influentials--~those who serve in Congress, state legislators,
or local governing bodies responsible for allocating public funds--want

evaluaticn data as an input into funding decisions. Some are concerned only

with the value their constituents attach to a program. Others scrutinize

the extent to which the program produces the results it's supposed to.
Administrators of Funding Agencies. Administrators of the government
or private organizations that allocate funds tc programs not only need
evaluation that helps them administer and manage their work, but also helps
them provide the kind of evaluative information that the policy makers and

] other legislators (or the board of directors in the case of foundations)

want. They're the men in the middle.



Local Adminigtrators. Administration is valueless unless it's able to
guide the unit to optimum fulfillment of mission. Local administrators need
evaluative information not only to meet the requests of the funding agencies
and as a basis for making internal decisions on budget, promotion, and
salary increases, but also as a means of guiding staff in making basic
program decisions. The administrator must take a direct and active role

in program decisions. The administrator must take a direct and active role
in program evaluation. He must use program evaluation as a base for providing
administrative leadership. Hhe also must be able to judge what evaluative
strategies should have highest priority in helping his staff develop their
own competency, in meeting the informational needs of outsiders, and in main-
taining rapport with clientele.

Program Pergsonnel. Although the programmer has real-concerns about

examining the results of his program, he must also use the evaluative processes

that will éive him the kind of immediate feedback he can use to carry out a
program. Continuous evaluation during +he programming process is as or more
important than retrospective analysis.

While in many other adult education programs, programming is primarily
a "one-man show" or a team cperation of two or three professionals, programs
for disadvantaged adults use a wide range of program personnel. Para-
‘professionals are important. With their advent, the front-line professional
has become partly an administrator and partly a direct programmer. In that
role, he must not only be able to evaluate his own activities, but to help
the parapfofessionals evaluate their work and draw them into a cooperative
evaluation of the work of the entire teau.

Too often program personnel are viewed as being one of the subjects of
the evaluation or the provider of information. Often, too little attention

is given to the kinds of program evaluation that will be of real use to them

MR g o
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Program Participants. The program participant receives even less

recognition in evaluation schemes. His needs related to program evaluation

are often bypassed. And yet, in programs for the disadvantaged, the evalua-
tion made by the individual participant is of utmost importance. It determines
his own activity. What he does--how he uses his energy, time, and limited
money--are extremely important to him. He doesn't want to miss something

that will be of value. On the other hand, he's unwilling to waste time on
things that are neither relevant nor pleasant.

Sometimes the kind of evaluative information needed by the six groups
coincide. Often it differs. For example, the kind of information the po-
tential participant uses in deciding whether to take part in a program is
different from the research type data that the social policy maker is
striving for.

Not only does each of the six groups need evaluation informstion, but
’ in turn, each may also need to know what evaluations the other groups have
made of the program. For example, the programmer, program administrator,
administrator of the funding?agency, and social policy maker need to know
what judgments the clientele have formed about the program. If it's important
to asscss participant reaction in traditional programs where the participants

are usually motivated toward par:ticipation, and the programmer is experienced _

in identifying signs and symptoms of reactions, then it's doubly important

that we find vays to assess participant reactions when the participants may

not be as highly motivated and when the programmer may not be well versed

in reading natural signs. Not only must a constant check be kept on How

participants are reacting, but evidence of negative reaction must be fed

back into the program immediately so adjustments can be made. The program

w1

d unit is often more conscious of assessing the reactions of those to whom
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they report, then in following participant reactions. This may be true even
though negative reactions on the part of participants may result in no program
participants and ultimately in no programs. However, which reactions to

heed usually isn't an either-or situation. Mechanisms must be found for
understanding the evaluative conclusions formed by everyone involved. There
may be advantages in getting the interested parties in discussion that leads
to the formation of mutual judgments.

Local progrea personnel--administrators and programmers--find themselves
in the complex role of: (1) supplying information that others will use in
their evaluations, (2) trying to get and respond to information about the
kinds of judgments others are making, and (3) trying to get evaluative
information on program process and results that helps them make operating
decisions. What they do in relation to any of these three roles must be done
in conjuncticn with or as time away from their other program responsibilities.
They must be able to balance and reconcile evaluative activities within the
: parameters of the small amount of resources they can allocate to evaluation.

One way of reducing uneasiness, if not frustration. is clearly under-
standing the various needs involved and the amount and kind of activity needed
to satisfy them. Then, better choices can be made about how the program uait
will invest its evaluative resources.

Most models, frameworks, or approaches to evaluation have been designed

for a specific type of situation. Such frameworks seldom handle the variety

e ay

.of other needs and evaluative responsibilities of local programming personnel.

For example, a model designed to provide the social policy maker with sound

generalizable data may have little value in helping the programmer guide and

i improve a program that is in-process, and vice versa. The kind of evaluative

e

! information provided by a particular evaluation approach needs to be examined
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in terms of its value compared with other evaluative information provided
by other approaches.

Not only must the six groups clarify and better communicate their needs
ard program administrators take a more active role in trying to establish
talance among needs, but all six groups must take more responsibility

for developing evaluation models. Most of the approaches included in this

monograph--the ones that get the greatest attention in the literature--have
been devised by outside observers, usuallv social scientists brought in to

do evaluation. Though‘certain parts of evaluation can be contracted to
outsiders, the users of the evaluation should maintain an active and dominant

responsibility for determining what evaluation should do and wpat it should be.

Multiple Units of Programs

A program can be an activity carried out by one adult educator. It
can be the total of his activities; it can be the total of what's carriéd
out by everyone working for one agency or organization at one locatio;.f
It can be the total of all like efforts carried on in several locations in
the state or country. Evaluation is important in each concept of the program.

But the evaluation frameworks differ.

For example, an approach useful in evaluating a local program may not

Lotord R

fit the evaluation of a national program carried on in many locations. On
the other hand, a framework developed for the national program may not give
enough information to guide the local program unit.

As much as possible, relationships between evaluation policies and pro-
cedures at various levels should be clear and the criteria consistent. The
actual processes and techniques may need to be specific to the ngture of
the programming unit involved. There needs to be further modei building

; to fit each of the concepts of program. Most of our past models come either
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from the national level or from the individual instructor's standpoint.
Emerging models are more apt to focus on frameworks appropriate for a local

program unit.

Influence of State and Federal Funding

Dependence on outside funds influences program evaluation several
ways. First, of course, is the direct and concrete influence exerted by the
stipulation that most federslly funded programs must provide evaluative in-
formation. Unfortunately, the funding agency often fails to help the program
develop a meaningful evaluation. Problems arise when:

1. Administrators of the funding agency (the men in the middle) don't
know what they want and require evaluation hoping that *he programmer
or an outside contractor will know what they need and provide it.

2. The funding agency has specific types of evaluation it wants, but
either is unable to communicate these specifics clearly or expects
something completely unrealistic given the state of development of
the field of evaluation and/or the budget restraints of the program.

3. The funding agency is willing to let the programmer choose the type
of evaluation investment that will be most valuable to the program,
but fails to either communicate this latitude or to stand by earlier
communications. Situations are compounded when funding agency per-
sonnel change positions, responsibilities, or approaches to evalua-
tion so rapidly that the person who okayed an evaluation plan has
left by the time the evaluation is completed.

In some instances, record keeping and the collection of yearly "head
counts" seem to be done for the sake of record keeping rather than for a
useful purpose. If at one time there was a clear rationale for data requested
in the myriad of report forms, the rationale has been lost or it hasn't been
clearly communicated to those supplying the information. As a result,
annual reports and statisties sometimes bear little or an unreliable
connection to the evaluation of programs.

It's one thing to cope with evaluation when demands are clear and

specific. It's another when the local level can't identify what's wanted

and must expend energy trying to second-guess. In such instances, considerable
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resources are spent on activities that have 1little value to either the
program unit or to state or federal administrators. Often the programmer at
the end of the chain doesn't understand what the Washington unit really
needs. The message loses meaning as it Filters down. Or, the Washington
unit has lost touch with the realities of the situation and asks for
information that doesn't adequately describe the operating programs and their
results. Devising an evaluation system that's efficient and effective for
all concerned in a multi-location, multi-level administrative network

has different dimensions than a system developed to work effectively for

the local program,

The need, both by those providing and those receiving funds, for a
better understanding of evaluation and more accurate and efficient evaluation
procedures triggered the expansion in ideas about evaluation that has occurred
in the past few years. However, although progress has been made, much.still
has to be developed and decided. Federal bureaus will have to continue to
be partners with theorists and practioners in further refining and developing
evaluation concepts,

This discussion emphasizes the complexity of the evaluation needs,
interrelationships, and importance of not trying to reduce evaluation to
one specific procedure or to use only one evaluative approach. But federal
funding also exerts other kindz of influences on evaluation. Influence
comes with the nervousness among staff and clientele engendered by "soft"
funds-~funds appropriated for a set period only and then open to review and
reappropriation. Nervousness runs particularly high with many programs for
the disadvanéaged because openness to understanding and political positions

of leaders have been known to vary greatly over a few-year period.
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Even initiating legislation is changed with later amendments. Programers
faced with an urgent need to show the value of their programs also worry
that political considerations will influence the funding, regardless of the
presence or lack of evidence on the value of the program. Do you make a
conscientious effort to evaluate or is it better to employ those resources
in various forms of politicking? Certainly it's foolhardy to ignore politics
in the broad sense of power bases and influences. Evaluation often has

political involvements that must be assessed and dealt with.

Inherentness of Conflict

Seldom have adult education programs been so closely enmeshed in conflict
as are programs for the disadvantaged. Conflict poses additional. needs for
evaluation and heightens the trauma involved with it. Conflict is either
inherent or imminent in a variety of ways.

First, underlying conflict exists between the clientele and factioﬁs
in the larger society: How representatives of both groups view the meaning
of being disadvantaged, how each views and reacts to the suggested causes of
that condition, and how each sees the responsibility of the other for erasing
"disadvantage" present unceasing conflict that erupts at unexpected times and
affects operating programs.

There's conflict in the use of tax monies. Some legislators, govern -
mental officials, and groups within the public oppose the amount of money
being spent on such programs. Others point out that the total budget
is far less than the amount spent on defense or space exploration. Some say
that if the federal money spent for educaticnal and social action programs for
disadvantaged clientele were given directly to the clientele; everyone would
be above the povcrty level. Others believe that a "dole" is incompatible

with human dignity aand investment in human development is well worth the added cost.
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A third kind of conflict is the kind that sometimes exists between
agencies who are competing for the same limited funds, for the attention of
the same clientele, and for the same image and prestige in a community.
Considerable disagreement exists about which progrzais are most valuable.

A program that hasn't found a foelproof road to success faces continuing
conflict between programming philosophies and divergent program approaches
and activities. For example, proponents of traditional class approaches,
learning centers, and the problem-centered approaches may all vie for
ascendency in adult basic education.

Most of these conflicts involve valuing and reconciling or coping with
opposing values. The programmer must be able to reconcile the expectations
of the clientele with the expectations of the agency, with the interpretation
of what the funded mission of the program is. Or, if unreconcilable, the
programmer must choose from among the various expectations. At the same
time, he must be able to successfully fend off-competitors' assessments of
the value of his program.

Evaluation can be an important tool in conflict situations. However,
it must be a kind of evaluation that can deal with value questions. As yet
this is a relatively undeveloped area in evaluation theory and in the
systematic practice of evaluation. The scientist is trained to avoid
valuing. Thus, his evaluation models may fail to adequately consider the

process of dealing with values in evaluation.

l.ack of Past Operating History

Many of the newer programs haven't been operating encugh years to:

1. Create a generalized, positive image strong enough to provide a
protective smoke screen and ward off demands for evidence of
specific accomplishments.
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2. Develop the internal protective mechanisms to handle, bypass.
or submerge evaluaticn issues in the same way that established
adult education programs have.

3. Use the wisdom of past experience in adjusting process and routine
to improve prograws. They're under the gun to achieve optimum
operating effectiveness immediately and aren't given the same
freedom of a span of years to grow and develop that other adult
education programs have had.

4. Be able teo draw on reservoir of research and experience germane to
their endeavors; they must create as they go.

5. Be able to draw from a pool of experience personnel.

6. Create A positive, external image that attracts desired clientele.

When a program lacks past operating experience, it has a particular need
for evaluation. For example, evaluation can help programmers build an
understanding of their efforts that might otherwise take years to identify
through ordinary activities. Evaluation can rapidly increase the information
available on programming and reduce the need for trial-and-error activity.
It can be used to build an image that ordinarily comes slowly through in—
creased contact with the program by and through the participating clientele.
When program personnel are alert and strong enough to prevent being shackled
with old approaches to evaluation, lack of past history provides an opportunity
to build evaluation strategies that meet their unique situation. However,
making use of this freedom requires strength, perseverence, and the ability

to develop logical rationale for the evaluative activities used.

Relationship to Established Programs

Another influence on the new program is its relationships to the old.
Most programs either are appended to a traditional, well-established adult
program agency or, although standing independently, come on the scene

much later than other social service or education programs.
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New programs are often ambivalent in relation to the old. When there
are conflicts, should they try to maintain a solid footing with the
established program? Or, should they relate to the needs of their clientele
regardless of how the "relatives'" react? Should they be concerned about
meeting the evaluative criteria accepted by the parent agency or the old
timer in their respective field? Or, should they concern themselves only
with the criteria of the clients and sponsors? Ffor example, should adult
basic education programs be judged in terms of the standards applied to
childhood education? Or, just as materials and approaches need changing to suit
) thg new clientele, do standards also need to be different? Although new
programs sometimes feel like "orphans," often an administrative or generic tie

to an older generation exists that affects the new program's view of evaluation.

| Assumptions About Successful Programs
: Another very real but subtle influence on evaluation iz the influence
of technological progress and managerial scienée on attitudes about what
it's possible for educational programs to do.

Because science can produce complex products in an orderly controlled
j process determined well in advance and carried through exactly as planned,
it's assumed similar procedures always can and should be applied to human
beings.

For example, we are apt to assume that:

1. It's always possible to plan with complete accuracy.

2. All people need the same things.

3. We're able to do anything we want to.

4, We can get conclusive proof of what happened.

5. We can always be efficient in our operations.

’ ) 6. Technological activity substitutes adequately for human activity.
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In some instances, these assumptions are well founded. However, in
instances where they're not, the evaluation must be built in terms of
reality rather than in false assumptions.

Our concept of the role of a plan has changed extensively over
the years. It has changed from one of being a guide to that of being a contract.
It's assumed, for example, that the programmer should always be able to
identify in advance what results his program will produce and, like the
factory assembly line, produce those results come what may. It's assumed
that the programmer should by one meaas or another, be able to control the
participants and other human environmental factors in the same way that man
can control machines.

Many programs for disadvantaged clientele are producing greater and
often mecre important side effects than the specific objectives of the pro-
gram. One way of looking at the finding of important side effects is that
the wrong objectives were set--~the programmer couldn't diagnose what the
real needs were. However, another view is that the exact effects of a given
program input aren't readily predictable. It may have influence (helpful or
harmful) far beyond its designed intent. Evaluation should consider those
results as well as how the program accomplished what it said it was going
to do.

Some evaluations become more an analysis of how well the program
followed the criginal plan than an examination of how well the program met
the original need. Traditional use of pre-post data collection in evaluation
doesn't permit a program to change. Yet, the experiences of the past few
years have shown that change is the byword. Few programs occur exactly as
planned and produce the results that were originally identified. In such

cases evaluation must be able to deal with questions like whether the change
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was for the better or whether it was the easy way out. When you're evaluating
a program rather than a plan, the plan should be treated as a means to the
desired end, and the evaluation should emphasize whether that end was attained.

Mass production leads even knowledgeable adult educators who espouse
philosophies of individual difference into the trap of exbecting all partici-
pants to achieve the same things. Whether this is good or bad depends on
whether those things are really important to all of the participants and
the extent of varying needs within the group. When participants are extremely
heterogenous in needs and interest, evaluation procedures should recognize and
deal with individual differences. Success then would be determined by the
number of people helped to do something important to them rather than by . .e
average gain of the whole group.

Another influence business and technology fosters is a feeling of
invincibility and unrealistic belief in our ability. Standards for success
are often set in terms of the need or of a "pie-in-the-sky" hope of success.
They assume that we not only can produce chat pie, but produce it within
one year. We either have too little azcummulated wisdom to set realisfic
rather than idealistic standards for success or we ignore what we do know
because we hope we can do more. We expect miracles--too few resources
invested for too short a time to mak: mammoth strides in changing behavior.
Goals that go beyond what we're sure we can accomplish do stimulate effort,
but may result in unrealistic criticism when they 're not completely attained.

Although efficiency is a quality to work toward, we may have 1ittle
concept of what constitutes efficient education. With few exceptions, dis-

advantaged adults aren't an efficient clientele to help make major gains.
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Although some are immediately able and highly motivated, many have suffered

school and nonschool experiences that have reduced their faith in their

ability to learn and interest in learning. The kind of input needed to

establish trust and increase motivation is much greater than in many other

programs. In addition, many of the clients face crisis interruptions that

are more important than program participation. So, attendance is often

irregular and dropouts frequent for reasons other than disliking the program.

Evaluation is needed: (1) to determine what we can realistically expect

to occur from programs with this clientele and (2) to find the best processes

for being of greatest help.

As we transfer beliefs about success from the field of technology, we

often forget all the years of work that went into the laboratory and field

research that perfected the present assembly line procedures; we expect

! programs to produce the first time off the drawing board.

We may be misled, too, into believing evaluation can do everything we

would like it to do. Just as our standards for program success may be un-

realistic, so our standards for efficacy of evaluation may be equally un-.

realistic. Although we want conclusive and indisputable proof of accomplishments,

how great 1s the chance of getting completely firm data when programs operate

in a real and dynamic world where it's not possible to isolate participants

and thus be able to study the effects of the program in isolation?

§ Making laboratory type research realistic in a living, uncontrollable

world is one of the headaches of evaluation. In coping with that headache, how-

! ever, we sometimes forget more important thuings; for example, the number of

8 laboratory experiments that were made before data were accepted as proof of
H -

~

a scientific finding. If the resources needed for repetition of evaluation
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actually expended, evaluation would cost far more than actual program
operation. In oddition, even though we amass results data on a given pro-
gram, in how many instances do we have an adequate "season record" to be
able to interpret the degree of success of a particular operation? Yet,
we usually treat data not as input into the season record determining
player averages, but as understandable and useable in isolation from
comparative data on other programming operations.

In searching for objectivity, we may have been misled by the role of
calculators and computers. Rather than considering the data as ways of
helping human judgment be more objective, we sometimes think data constitute
evaluation and accept, without careful scrutiny, evaluations with impressive
data treated by highly sophisticated statistical processes. This trans-
ference means there's a tendency to define evaluation as the data involved

é in the activity rather than the conclusions of the evaluation or the process
. "
i by which conclusions are reached.
i We transfer some things from our technological successes, but we
5 sometimes fail to transfer others.l For example, the quality found when the
g product is evaluated at the end of production depends on careful evaluation of
it at each step in the process. Yet some concepts of program evaluation
; ignore the importance of evaluating decisions throughout the total sequence
of the program--~for example, evaluating the purpose and oﬁjectives to see
if they're realistic and attainable.

In some situations, most of our assumptions should be applied to pro-

grams. But, in others, they may be completely unrealistic. Concepts and

strategies of evaluation must be founded on assumptions that are accurate

within the environment of the evaluation.
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These seven influences are only a few of the real-world conditions that
affect evaluation of programs for disadvantaged adults and make it confusing
and frustrating. The kind of evaluation models that are most needed are
those that can deal with feal—life situations and make valuable contribu-
tions in an everyday environment. Evaluation has to be realistic in terms
of the real operational context of the program and its environment without
becoming biased or distorted by real conditions. Recent experiences have

caused evaluation to expand and change.

Contemporary Ideas About Program Evaluation

Ideas about evaluation are changing. Beliefs about program evaluation
plateaued for a few years during the 1950s and 1960s when evaluation was
equated with research methodology to such an extent that sometimes the terms
measurement and evaluation were treated interchangeably. During that period,

too, evaluation was often limited to determining whether content-specific

objectives had been achieved.

Then the late 1960s brought an influx of new programs and new demands for

evaluation. Established concepts didn't deliver. As a result, new ideas

about evaluation emerged and new frameworks appeared, There's considerable

divergence in those ideas. Most of them are still in the trial~and-testing

stage. Many paths are being taken off the plateau of the earlier period, but
few of those paths are widely accepted. None can be considered the main route;
Some explore evaluation from the standpoint of its purpose, some from the stand-
point of need, some from the view of organization and system, and some from

the interactive elements involved. New definitions of evaluation are evolving

(see Table 1).

Although the needs and pressures outlined earlier have influenced the
changes occurring in evaluation approaciies, development of theory and

practice is not yet sufficient to completely deal with current needs.
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Table 1

CONTEMPORARY DEFINITIONS OF EVALUATION

Evaluation is the process of
ascertaining the decision areas of
concern, selecting appropriate in-
formation, and collecting and an-
alyzing information in order to
report summary data useful to de-
cision makers in selecting among
alternatives.

Alkin, Marvin C. "Evalua-
tion Theory Development.”
Evaluation Comment, 11
(October, 1969).

S000COO0O0COOCSTCoDO00000C000000

Evaluation is the systematic
process of judging the worth, de—~
sirability, effectiveness, or
adequacy of something according to
definite criteria and purposes.

The judgment is based upon a care-

ful comparison of observation data
with criteria standards. Precise
definitions of what is to be ap-
praised, clearly stated purposes,

specific standards for the criteria

traits, accurate observations and
meas'irements, and logical conclu-
sions are the hallmarks of valid
evaluation.

Harris, Wilbur. "The Nature
and Functions of Educational
Evaluations." Peabody Jour-
nal of Education, ¥LV1
(September, 1968), 95.

POLLLLLOO00000LT0000000000000000!

Evaluation is quality control

of the processes and outcomes of an

educational program.

Evaluation is the determination
(whether based on opinions, records,
subjective or objective data) of the
resuits (whether desirable or undesir-
able; transient or permanent; immediate
or delayed) attained by some activity
(whether a program or part of a pro-
gram . . . , an ongeing or one-shot
approach) designed to accomplish some
valued goal or objective (whether
ultimate, intermediate, or immediate,
effort or performance, long or short
range). This definition contains four
key dimensions: (1) process--the
"determination*; (2) criteria--the
"results"; (3) stimulus--the "activity";
and (4) value--the "objective." The
scicntific method with its accompany-
ing research techniques then provides
the most promising means for "deter-
mining" the relationship of the
"stimulus" to the "objective" in terms
of* measurable "criteria,"

Suchman, Edward A. Evaluative
Research. New York: Russell
Sage Foundation, 1967, pp. 31-32.

S00000000000000000000000000000008

Social program evaluation is the
systematic accumulation of facts for

providing information about the achieve-

ment of program requisites and goals
relative to efforts, effectiveness, and
efficiency within any stage of program
development. The factors of evalua-
tion may be obtained through a variety
of relatively systematic techniques,
and they are incorporated into some
designated system of values for making
decisions about social program.

Tripodi, Tony, Phillip Fellin,

Gottman, John M., and Robert E.

Clasen. Evaluation in Educa- and Irwin Epstein. Soecial

\ tion: A Practioner's Guide. Program Evaluation. Itasca,
5 Itasca, Illinois; F. E. Pea- Illincis: F. £. Peacock H
: cock Publishers, Inc., 1972, p. 16. Publishevs, Inc., 1971, p. 12. 3
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However, the key ideas that are emerging can heip you develop strategies
that will work in your situation. "Among the more valuable new ideas about
evaluation are the following:

1. Program evaluation is a process rather than a procedure. 1It's
generic rather than specific.

2. Program evaluation is more than examining the attainment of objectives.

3. Program evaluation is more than just evzluating the results of a
program.

4. Program evaluation is more than instructional evaluation.

5. Program evaluation is different from evaluative research and
program. research.

6. Program evaluation is a management tool.

7. Program evaluation is people centered.

Program Evaluation Is a Process Rather Than a Procedure.
It Is Generic Rather Than Specific

The definitions in Table 1 are much broader than our old ones. The&
recognize tha. omne specific procedural definitiog doesn't meet the range of
needs or fully use the powerful potential of evaluation. Instead evaluation
is most easily handled and has greatest utility if it's considered a generic
term and used as such. Thus, program evaluation encompassés one or more
generalizable processes, many evaluative strategies and approaches--more

than 50 have emerged in the last 6 years, and specific evaluative activities.

The two most prevalent ways of looking at evaluation as a generalizable

process are:

"

1. As a process of forming judgments about programs using criteria
or standards of comparison and descriptions of what occurred and
resulted in the program.

B R P R O R F Ay

2. As a process of using information in comparing alternatives in
reaching program decisions.

The first concept places the emphasis on judging and forming conclusions

about program activities and program results. These conclusions are then fed
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into decisions about further and future activity. The second concept
emphasizes identifying alternatives and then using evaluation to help choose
among those alternatives. The first concept would deal with a question like,
"How important is this program?" The second would explore, "Which of
these two programs is more important?" dr using another example, the first
approach would examine how effective a given approach is in carrying out
the agency's mission. The second would compare two or more approaches to
see which is more effective.

There's a good deal of similarity between the two concepts of evaluation
as a generalizable process. Both are so new that little attention has yet
been given to how they relate to each other--how judgment and decision
makingqfunction in relation to each other.. Much more exploration of the
linkages between.the two is needed.

Accepting program evaluation as a generic term rather than restricting
it to one uniform definition means that those requiring or proposing evaluation
will have to be more exact in describing the purpose, processes, and procedures
that they're referring to when they use the term "evaluation." Greater precision
should mean greater clarity and more opportunity to fit strategy and approach
to the existing environment.

Program Evaluation Is More Than
Examining the Attainment of Objectives

A few years ago when evaluation was suggested, we automatically brought
out a framework that examined the extent to which objectives had been met.
This, of course, is a fairly important evaluation to make of a program.

But, it's not the sole, and sometimes may not even be the most important,
analysis of results. Two of the major emerging developments contributing

to a better understanding of evaluating results are: (1) the expansion of
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what needs to be assessed when you're concerned with examining the results
of a program and (2) the distinction between describing and evaluating
results.

More Than Objectives. Evaluation is beginning to look beyond objectives.
The growing number of results approaches that go beyond ‘the results stated
in the objectives aren't ignoring objectives nor discounting their role in
guiding programs and bringing results into better focus. They are, however,
recognizing that in the complexities that exist in most programming situations,
programs are apt to produce unanticipated results. Sometimes the values or
harms of these unanticipated results are more important than the objectives
per se. For example, with some clientele, the fact that they're in social
contact with others in the program may have value far and beyond what they
actually learn from the program. In some instances, programs that show few
results in terms of their content-specific objectives may still be making
extremely valuable contributions to the participants and society.

Harmful results also need to be considered. For example, a person may
learn the multiplication tables, but learn to hate arithmetic at the same
time. A person may meet the objectives of a program very well, but be so
disconcerted by it that he won't return to it or similar educatiomal
experiences.

Many of the broader approaches compare the amount of results produced
to: (1) the needs that initated the program, (2) the kind and amount of
results that must be produced if the agency is to attain its mission,

(3) broad competency standards, or (4) statements of the kind of results that
a program conducted with the particular clientele using a certain amount of
input should be expected to produce. Objectives are symbols or transmittal

links to one or more of these broader definitions of results such as -

meeting a need, or carrying out a mission. If objectives are well chosen :
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and directly on target, results judged against the broader base will also
show that the objectives have been attained. However, if the objectives
aren't germane, their attainment doesn't necessarily mean that any of the
four broader bases have been achieved. In many instances, objectives
become so narrow or so side-tracked that little is accomplished through
them. An evaluation issue is: Should programs only be examined in terms
of what the programmér thinks he's doing (that is, what he has defined as his
object .)?2 Or should they be examined in terms of what he should be doing
(that is, what should be happening if needs are being met, mission accomplished,
broad competency standards attained, regardless of what his objectives were)?
Evaluation that's concerned with the overall effectiveness of a
program is concerned not only with results in terms of behavioral changes in
people, but also with the proportion of the potential clientele that's
reached, the balance iq“éypes of people reached, the extent to which the,
results deal with urgent and continual need, and the care with which partici-
pant, agency, and societal resources are used. Program evaluation is as
concerned about the value and suitability of the program as it is with
whether its purpose is accomplished.
Deseription Vs. Evaluation. The second major step in improving
understanding of what's being done when a program is evaluated in terms
of its results is the need to distinguish between deseribing the results
of a progiram--providing evidence of what results did occur--and evaluating
those results. Past approaches to result evaluation limited themselves
primarily to identifying if results did occur and testing whether they
pr;bably came about as a result of the program. Seldom did they try to
identify the sufficiency or those results. A statistically significant -
chi-square value in a comparison between program participants and a control
group was considered enough, even though half of the participants hadn't

achieved the expected results.
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Evaluating results gets into qQuestions requiring more information than
just whether the program produced results. It involves such sticky questions
as: Are the results consistent with what's logical to expect? Are the
results important? Do they contribute more to the participants and society
than if the time and other resources had been invested in other things?

Were they produced at a reasonable cost? Are the results sufficient in terms
of the overall need? Are they sufficient in the expectations of the par-
ticipants and the amount of time and energy they invested? Is there any
evidence that it's realistic to expect a program to produce more results than
this one has, given the same budget, personnel, and working conditions?

If the results are insufficient, does it mean that the program isn't effective
or that changes need to be made in the way the program's carried out? Have
the results been replicated with enough consistent findings to clearly decide
on the value of this particular program? Are the results of one program
significantly more valuable than those that could be produced through an
alternative program with the same expenditure of resources?

Most of these questions can't be answered by traditional evaluation
approaches. Ways of dealing with these types of questions still must be
developed. '

Program Evaluation Is More Than
Evaluating the Results of a Program

One of the most important of the recent developments is the distinguishing
of the evaluation of program results from the evaluation of progra.s. For
years, evaluation has been thought of as primarily a summative activity in
which the results of a program were studied. Now formative evaluation--

evaluation that influences that program while it's progressing--is gaining
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equal importance. Evaluation of each of the key processes involved in programming
(planning, management, interaction, etc.) and of each of the key stages or

activities is essential to achieving results.

Evaluating the extent of need for various types of programs and using
evaluation in setting priorities is imperative. Evaluating the outcomes
expected of a program to see if they're realistic and focus on the most
crucial needs, evaluating the p.ans for the program to see if adequate inputs
are being marshalled and if the actiéities planned can produce the type of
results expected, and monitoring the processes involved to see that they
stay on target and that repetition or reinforcement are added to the original
plan if such activity is necessary--all are essential if a program is to
achieve maximum results. Evaluation that influences ongoing develop-
ments in the program has great value--it improves and gives immediate
benefits. .

More is involved here than the usual categorization in terms of process
versus product evaluation or as some people say, the evaluation of means and
the evaluation of attainment of ends. Program evaluation as a generic term
can include the evaluative activities that fbcﬁs on either process or product.
But the emerging emphasis is on frameworks that consider both process and
product and, more importantly, the interrelatedness of the two. Program
evaluation deals with the program as a functioning, producing system. It
includes results as one key componeht, but also examines other aspects of
the program. Processes and structural components such as teacher's performance,
materials, and facilities are examired in relation to how they can be more
effective in generating a viable, valuable program. The emerging models

differ in how they define the parts of the functioning system. Some program

1 evaluation approaches focus on processes, others on program components.
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Program evaluation serves both during the actual program operation and in
retrospectively analyzing how the particular level of results was produced.

At a broader level, it expands our knowledge of what makes up successful
programs under specific environmental conditions (backgrounds of students,
extent of budgetary support, social pressureé). Such models are particularly
important to new and/or controversial programs.

This broader track of program evaluation emphasizes developing and im-
proving programs. Approaches that focus only on results are primarily con-
cerned with questions about the termination or continuance.of the program.
Both are essential. One doesn't substitute for the other. Every program
should be reviewed periodically to see if it should be continued. (0ld programs
never die. They don't even fade away.) But vhen new programs are developing
and when decisions have been made that established progiams will continue,
program evaluation that emphasizes improvemcut is crucial.

Program Evaluation Is More
Than Instructional Evaluation

Until recently, "program' has been a little used word in educational
circles. Few school personnel felt a need for any terms beyond curriculum é
and instruction. The Tyler approach in the 1950s clarified the relationship
betwean evaluating students and evaluating instruction. It used objectives
as the focal point to guide the data gathering on student performance.
Adult education began equating the term program evaluation with the
Tyler construct in general education that was primarily concermed with the
evaluation of instruction. Thus, for some time program evaluation was seen
as being how well participants achieved the instructional obje:tives set
for the group. Now the distinctions between evaluation of instruction and

program evaluation are becoming clearer.
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Instructional evaluation is concerned primarily with the specific course
or program activity. Program evaluation is concerned with the additive effects
of a series of instructional components. What are the combined results of the
courses taken in a two-year apprentice program? Instructional evaluation is
usually most concerned with knowledge, skills, and attitude change. Program
evaluation is concerned with the impact that those changes and program
participation have on the person and those he's in contact with. Instructional
evaluation is more apt to deal with how the program satisfies the specific
needs of individual learners; program evaluation is more apt to deal with how
the program meets the needs of the community or a subsection of society.

Program evaluation includes instructional evaluation, but deals with addi-
tional things. It's concerned, for example, with establishing priorities
among instructional'programs. It's concerned with the extent to which the
instruction is attaining the institutional goals of the agency. As an .ex-
ample, if the agency (institution) holds a broad objective of helping adults
develop ability to think analytically and creatively, how well is such an
objective being accomplished within a specific course or program activity?

Program evaluation is concerned with whether adequate resources are being
applied to the right programs. It deals with such issues as whether to be all
things to all people, or whether to concentrate resources in certain pfiority
thrusts. Instructional evaluation is concerned with the quality and results
of specific activities within the total program. Program evaluatijon is con-
cerned with the extent to which the agency is carrying out its mission. In-
structional evaluation controls and improves the specific programmer-participant
relationship. | ‘

Program evaluation doesn't substitute for instructional evaluation; and
instructional evaluation doesn't substitute for program evaluation. Even

though good instructional evaluation provides essential information for evaluating
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a program, it doesn't provide all of the information that's necessary even in

programs where instruction makes up the total of the program. It's possible
to do a good job of instructional evaluation without ever really doing program

evaluation.

Program Evaluation Is Different from
Evaluative Research and Program Research

Considerable debate is currently going on about whether evaluation and
research are the same thing. There seems to be three related activities that
use similar methods. All are important in programming.

Program regsearch looks for new and generalizable knowledge. It expands
our understanding of programming. Findings are useful in a variety of settings.
It's trying to formulate theories and principles. Occasionally program
evaluation provides a context for program research or program research uses
! program evaluation as one of its parts. In these cases, however, -benefits
to the program being evaluated are secondary. ‘The focus is on an audience way
beyond those involved in the program used for the research.

Evaluative vesearch is a specialized branch of research that deals
with valuing. It's concerned with identifying the value of programs or with com-
paring the values of two or more programs. It's concerned with whether the
type of program can produce something of value in relation to a need. It
differs from program evaluation in that, as a form of research, it's interested
in these quéstions only in the broad context of generalizable answers,
answers that contribute new knowledge and lead to theory and principles. The
contribution to the particular program examined is secondary. Evaluative
% research may be an important procedure in program evaluation at a national

! level or in new programming situations.

Mmoo

Program evaluation, as distinguished from research, usually deals with old

questions about programs. It's not trying to get generalizable information--it's
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trying to get sound and reliable information to use within fhe context of
the specific program. Program evaluation is a field in its own right. It
resembles its research cousins, but there's a growing awareness that it
shouldn't be treated as a twin. Its processes and procedures need to be
develuped within its own context rather than borrowed directly from other

parts of the family.

The confusion of evaluation and research has led to underdevelopment

of evaluation procedures in at least five main areas: suiting data techniques

Aatn o s e

to evaluative needs, understanding criteria, distinguishing between descrip-
tion and judgment, providing useable information, and communicating evaluative
findings.

First, although evaluation may borrow data treatment methods like
precise instrumentation and statistical processes from research, they
must be tested for validity and reliability as tools.in evaluation rather
tharn automatically transferred and applied as they'd be in research situations.
Conside:wble adaptation may be needed. For example, when is it best to
examine average gain for a whole group and when is it better to examine the
number of students making specific anounts of gain? Is it necessary to rule
out chanece occurrence at the .05 level, or wouild a .40 or .25 level be
E adequate in evaluation? Much of test development is based on procedures for-
discriminating among students to assign grades in line with a normal curve.
% In evaluation, such discrimination is irrelevant. The type of data recorded
on student~teacher interactions”might take a different fopm;_when a program

is being evaluated than it does when it will be us:d to test-a particular research

- ~
et

hypothesis. A good many other examples could be given.

R

Although we're becoming aware that new procedures are needed and standard

:

él research techniques may need to be amended and adapted, this is a relatively new ;

i field. Some evaluators and researchers, for example, have been suiting the %
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statistical significance level-~the level at which chance occurrence is
ruled out--to the context of the problem foi some years now. But little
has been done to identify the conditions under which a .25 or a .10 level may
be appropriate in program evaluation. In many instances, evaluation may not
require the same degree of stringency in data dealing as does research. This
may be particularly true when the consequences of inaccuracy are relatively
small.

Second, criteria must receive much more attent. m in evaluation than
in research. In research, hypotheses serve as the basis for deciding what
information to gather and how it's to be organized to be interpreted. In
evaluation, criteria--decisions about what the program will be judged on--play
the same role. Evaluative criteria aren't always the same ones that apply
in research, although there's a similarity in the role of criteria in the two
situations. Unfortunately, most research texts assume critéria without
dealing with them as important phenomena. The fledging researcher has
often been so enthralled with the data-handling procedures that he hasn't
mastered the concept of criteria as it gpplies in research. So, he's unable
to carry even the basic concept into evaluation.

Although some program criteria presently exist either in a formal or
subconscious state, they must be probed for ciarity, reality, and the
extent to which they portray the most valuable things in programs and programming.
Programs can appropriately be judged on a wide range of criteria, some of
which are in conflict with others. Criteria need to be ordered in terms of
their importance. For example, which prog;am is more successful--the one
that reaches a large number of pzople with a moderate amount cf help to them, or
the one that gives great help to a very small number? Which program is more
successful--the one producing efficient results for a short period of time, or

the one with only moderate results with a longer retention time?
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Criteria describe what's of value or good. They're debatable. Although
programmers sometimes wish to avoid the trauma of debate, a confrontation
on criteria can clear up some of the ambiguities and frustrations that plague
evaluatvion.

Program personnel and their professional groups are responsible for
developing, screening, and debating criteria. In doing so, considerable
attention should be given to the views of clientele. Although experts
knowledgeable in a given field can make recommendations and researchers can
help clarify issues and determine the degree to which certain criteria are
commonly held, it's not the outsider's prerogative to establish the criteria
for the evaluation.

A third major area for development is the greater understanding of the
difference between description and evaluation. A presentation of research
type findings about a program usually constitutes a description of the.
program or of its results. Evaluation doesn't really occur unless judgments are made
about such things as whether the processes used were suitable and of high quality or
whether the results produced were enough for the resources expended, or how
effective the processes were in producing the results. Research trjes hard
w0t to be judgmental. Evaluation, on the other hand, doesn't ful ‘e
role unless it takes responsibility for delivering conclusions that a.
judge, identify the adequacy of what's being described, or show relative %
advantages or disadvantages of two or more alternatives. :

It's probable that in some situations, particularly when reporting to

outsiders, the programmer may only want to describe what happened in the
program and/or its results. However, in decision making, descriptions are :
useless unless judgments are made and values assigned. Unfortunately,

sometimes adult educators who have majored in science fields and had graduate
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courses in research methodolcgy not only haven't had expeéiences that
help them improve their ability to judge prugrams, but also have been
taught to mistrust and avoid situations where value judgments are involved.

A fourth major area for development deals with the importance of being
able to use data. It's not enough to just collect accurate data. Those
data must be accurately and immediately interpreted within a specific context.
Interpretation rests with man. Wisdom and experience in forming and using
criteria, in assessing the limitations of data and *he potential consequence
those limitations pose, and finally in making, communicating, and defending
judgments are more important skills in evaluation than are the skills of
data gathering and statistical analysis. Scientifically produced data
are a valuable input in evaluation, but seldom should stand alone as the
output from it.

From one perspective, data-gathering activities are a separate function
from evaluation. They're essential to it, but-can be considered as prior
and prerequisite to the actual act of evaluation. Unfortunately, as we've
borrowed from research, we've been more apt to focus on the data-gathering
techniques than we have on the part of research dealing with using data.
We've hoped that having high quality data would solve our problems. We're
finding that data in and of themselves give few answers. The next step in
understanding evaluation and irs procedural development must deal with
processes of the mind that are essential in using information'in evaluating
programs.

Fifth, our associating evaluation with research sometimes leads to
unproductive ways of communicating results. We may be too prone to
prepare reports in traditional research ways that relegate conclusions and
implications to the end of the report. The people who should use evaluation

seldom get to the end of the reports. If they do, they are often so
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confused by academic hedging and research jargon that they can't decipher
what the evaluation really means in terms of their own needs and situation.
Currently a variety of ways of inserting evaluation findings and conclusions
into the bloodstream of the program and community are being emphasized.
Meaningful evaluation has been stunted by failure to recognize that
program evaluation and evaluative research, although related, aren't the
same. Now that the nature of the differences are clearer, progress should

be made in developing specific procedures that work well in evaluation.

Program Evaluation Is a Management Tool

Evaluation can be a powerful working tool in programming. It's not an
end in itself, something to engage in because it's intrinsically good, but
a way to get things done. With the clearer understanding of evaluation's
role in decision making, comes a better understanding of the value of
evaluation in guiding and managing program activities. Evaluation pvo;ides
a basis for better program choices and for more rapid response to needs
for improvement. It can be a tool in improving total operating effiéiency
as well as providing the client and society with more effective programs.
Distinguishing between evaluation and research gnd clarifying the role of
research«fype data in evaluation, paves the wayifor a clearer understanding
of evaluation as a natural human process--a conéinuous programming activity
rather than.an episodic or extensive but infrequent effort. The emphasis
then is on improving accuracy of this process by introducing more system
into the way it's carried out rather than by replacing it completely with
periodic, systematic, formal evaluations. Evaluation in terms of iﬁtuitive '
judgments does and should go on continuously. It should be an automatic
part of an adult educator's professional skills. He should form the basis

for making accurate judgments as a part of gaining professional competence, in
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the same way a doctor makes accurate diagnoses. Just as the doctor uses
1ab tests when he feels they're warranted, so the adult educator should know
when more extensive, systematic processes are needed to improve the sound-
ness of his judgment and when systematic processes are worth their cost.
Both natural and systematic evaluation play important roles; neither re-
places the other. Both are essential in managing programs-

Evaluation has to be well managed if it's to serve as a management tool.
The degree of time invested in evaluation, degree of formality, and objectivity
of procedures should be matched with the degree of value the particular
exploration can produce. Systematic evaluation is a costly activity. The
degrea of system used should be equivalent to the importance of the results
produced. Some situations require the best possible criteria and most
scientifically pure data it's possible to get, regardless of the cost in

time, money, or inconvenience to participants. In other instances, following

the usual systematic procedures will require too great an investment for

the importance of the judgments to be made. Attention must also be given to

what information needs to be instantly available in an up~to-date form. The

typical point in time, or episodic, research-like effort often doesn't produce

pesults in time to influence ongoing decisions. One of the challenges in

designing the information systems that provide input into continuous evaluatioa

and decision making is reconciling the cost of keeping information continuously

up to date with the extensiveness and value of its use.
The overall evaluation strategy of an agency or programmer should give

equal attention to the everyday processes of evaluation, "diagnostic"

evaluation, and more systematic endeavors as required. Evaluation should be

. i,

designed for the context in which it will be used. What questions must be

answered or decisions made? By whom? By what date? A clear understanding
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of why you're evaluating and what you want to accomplish by that evaluation

is essential in effe:tively using evaluation as a management tool.

Program Evaluation Is People Centered

Another major-development in evaluation is the increased emphasis
on evaluation's relationships to people. Evaluation as input into decision
making emphasizes the need of interface and interaction. Evaluafion for
program improvement recognizes that those who must make the improvements
must be actively involved in the evaluation. Recognition of close relationships
between evaluation and politics and policy emphasizes the human element. The
growing awareness of the central place of criteria and judgment's in evaluation
emphasizes that those criteria come from people and that judgment is made
by people. Even in terms of data, the need for involving a variety of
people in interpreting data so that a more complete picture can be secured is
becoming more apparent.

For a few years we tried to take evaluati;n out of the people realm,
hoping to increase its objectivity. Lately, however, there's a growing return
to active involvement of many minds as conclusions are formulated and
decisions made. We need ways of increasing objectivity while relating clesely
to the people involved during the evaluation process.

More responsibility for evaluation is resting with program personnel.

The role of outside evaluation consultants is changing. In addition to helping
the system cope with data, the consultant must be able to serve as a catalyst
and help program personnel understani and use evaluation findings. He must

be able to help the system design evaluation that will be useful and meaningful
to it. This may be different from the traditional assignment of designing

a research approach to examine results.
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Perhaps its important to caution you that you've just been riding the

vanguard of the thinkihg about evaluation. These seven ideas have not been

widely accepted yet. However, they hold promise for making evaluation a

much more valuable force in programming.

The discussion of contemporary ideas has been general and hasn't

related specifically to programs for disadvantaged adults. What do these

changes

1.

mean in terms of such programs? Here are a few implications.

Pressure for evidence of results is great. However, even though
much energy is going into this type of evaluation, equal attention
should be paid to evaluation that helps programs develop and im-
prove. Many programs for disadvantaged adults are really in very
preliminary stages of development--the search and error
procedural refinement stage--where good formative evaluation is
crucial.

A second look should be taken at the traditional ways of using
and interpreting research type data on resulis. Are the standards
being used realistic or are they laboratory standards and not
life geared?

Those programs where past experience is limited or controversy is
inherent may want to be sure to examine a wider range of results
than just those specified in the objectives.

At least two types of evaluation are needed in most local programs
for the disadvantaged. One monitors instruction (or other type

of programmer-participant interaction) to provide feedback to the
participant and to help the programmer make decisions as the inter-
action continues. The other deals with broader program questions,
such as are the right people being reached and the most efficient
approach being used?

Because of the urgent need for becoming effective and efficient within
a rapid time span, evaluation that facilitates better program manage-
ment is extremely important in programs for disadvantaged.

A people-centered approach to evaluation that involves both staff
and clientele in determining what will be evaluated, what criteria
will be applied, how data will be interpreted, and in forming
judzments and recommendations is particularly important in programs
for the disadvantaged.

Finally, perhaps the most important implication is that which comes
from accepting evaluation as a generic term including a range of
strategies and approaches. Programs for the disadvantaged will

get the most mileage out of evaluation when the approach is suited to
the need and the programmer or agency has a well-stocked kit of
evaluation tools.
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We've now set the context for examining some of these evaluative tools.

Current Approaches to Evaluation

The last section of thirs ~>nograph summarizes more than 50 approaches
to evaluation. The terms "approach,' "model," and "framework" are used inter-
changeably. Some are preliminary sketches; others are extensively developed.
Some are adapted from processes that were used; others are deéigned as general
ways of conceptualizing evaluation. Few of the authors would consider their
materials "models" in either the theoretical or the '"ideal" sense, yet all
provide jdeas to the programmer in helping him set evaluation strategy.

Even though this mcaograph includes a sizeable number of summaries
from a variety of social fields, it isn't exhaustive. New models are
constantly emerging. Yet, there's need for considerably more work--particularly
on the part of those vitally affected by the evaluation.

The reader that finds the number appalling will probably ask:’ "Wﬁy 8o
many?" "How do they relate to each other?" "How can I sort them out?" "Which
should I pay attention to?" :

We'll talk for a moment about the first two questions. Section II
is designed to tackle the third and fourth.

In part, the proliferation of approaches represents a groping and a
search for relevant mbdels that was triggered when the established approaches
to evaluation were found wanting. The number of approaches may decrease as
acceptance and new stabilization occurs. On the other hand, the proliferation
also represents the awareness that many kinds of evaluation are needed.

The situation can be likened to examining a mountain. The geographer .
is interested in topography. The geologist in rock samples. The mountain
climber, the engineer designing a railroad, the pilot flying over the

mountains, and the native going from one valley to another are all getting
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data about the mountain range to try and describe, evaluate and deal with it.
But, the data gotten and the approach to getting that information are far from
the same.

In many ways programs are like a mountain. They're complex with many
planes and facets. These planes and facets can be examined in a variety of
ways. People have varying needs and purposes in relation to describing and
evaluating them. Many types of information exist that are useful to
those purposes. Therefore, just as there are many ways in which a mountain
can be described, analyzed, and evaluated, so are there many ways that pro-
grams can be examined and evaluated. The approach you take depends on your
particular needs.

For centuries, people thought they knew what mountains were. Then art
and science provided new tools of perception and analysis and our understand-
ing increased many~fold. We're moving toward that stage in program evaluation,
but as yet it's more a random, searching exploration than one clearly
governed by distinctly different approaches. We're at the pretaxcnomic stage.
Little has been done in categorizing approaches. But from very rough pre-
liminary classifications like that developed in this section, you're better
able to identify central routes of approach and gaps.

The analogy leaves us vulnerable to the questions, "Are we making
mountains out of molehills? Must program evaluation be this complex?"
Perhaps one of our problems has been that we've tried to treat programs
like molehills and to use only one analytic approach to them. By recognizing
their complex and dynamic topography and by accepting evaluation as a com-
plex set of tools from which appropriate ones are selected to fit the aspect
that is being examined, we may actually make evaluation simpler and less

frustrating.
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But why include so many approaches in a reference designed for the

practioner? Several alternatives emerged. (1) Ve could limit the

monograpn to the approaches that are most fully developed as models in the

academic sense; (2) select prototypes or examples of different forms of program

evaluation and let them serve as representative of the others; (3) narrow

: the definition so that only one subgroup of approaches is included--for example,

only those drawn from education or even more specifically those developed

for adult =2ducation and programs for the disadvantaged; or (4) present as

: full an assortment as possible, but provide some general type of grouping

for ease in sorting and selecting approaches.

We chose the latter alternative for several reasons. First, few of

the frameworks are sufficiently developed and tested to stand out as models

for the field.

Second, although similarities exist, each approach has at least

one unique idea that sets it apart from its cousins. The summation of

these ideas may be of more value than any one approach as a separate entity.

Third, although the materials developed for adult education are ex-

tremely useful, they don't as yet provide as wide a set of choices as do

“ o e

other fields. Although sources could have been limited to education, some

adult education programs for the disadvantaged are much broader than pro-

grams developed within formal education and are more like those of health

and social services. Therefore, a few approaches from other social fields

) have been included.

Fourth, including a fuller range increases your perspective of program

evaluation as a generic activity and your understanding of the range of ap-

i proaches that are useful.

| Fifth, you may be interested in how the models and approaches you're

familiar with relate to one another and to the broad field.
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Finaily, and most important, there's no guarantee that one approach will
be more useful to you than another. Ten readers are apt to be caught by
10 different approaches.' What has value in one situation may have little
value in another.

The next question is: If we're not restricting the number, how do we
organize them? The mind can't retain and deal with more than a few items at
a time. Therefore, how can the various approaches be sorted and classified
to help you grasp them? Again several alternatives appeared: (1) sorting
in a technical, taxonomic form; (2) sorting by cource of origin; (3) sorting
by extent to which approaches are commonly known or (4) developing some
general groupings that may be useful to the practioner. We chose the
last alternative. However, preliminary efforts in regard to the first three
systems of organization are included in the appendix if you';e particularly
interested in classifying ewvaluation approaches or want to use source af
origin (which ones were developed for adult education programs) or degree '
of familiarity.

We decided to try to form a few general groups based on some aspect
they had in common that set them apart from other models.

First, the approaches that pattern a funetioning syetem were separated
from those that focus on program results. The approaches that pattern a
system were then divided into two categories--one dealing with patterning
of programs; the other with patterning of evaluation. Each of these two
categories was again subdivided. The program patterns were divided into
those that emphasize evaluation as input into decision making and those that
pattern parts of programs. The approaches that emphasize evaluative activities
were divided into those that deal with kinds of data and those that describe
processes of evaluation. Then the multitude of approaches that focus on

program results were separated into those dealing with objectives and those

dealing with a broader approach to outcomes and effects.
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The following six groupings resulted:

1. Evaluation as input into decision making.

2. Evaluation of program parts.

3. Evaluation--kinds of data; types of activities.
4. Evaluation processes.

5. Results-~attainment of objectives.

6. Results-—-evaluation of outcomes and effects.

The grouping provides one way of categcrizing current approaches

to evaluation. Table 2, Page 50, gives the location of various approaches within

the 6 groups. Although several of the approaches could have been placed

in more than one category, we grouped them according to their primary focus.

——

The various approaches don't substitute for each other. Few are in
conflict with each other. Many can be used in combinations of two or more.
Even the approaches within a group aren't different ways of doing the same
thing. For example, you could and perhaps should use all of the approaches
in Group 1 over the period of a year, The deaision centered evaluation
model (CIPP) provides a framework for dealing with the decisions necessary
in programming over a span of time. Although it can be applied to a specific
project of program phase in the same way that the developmental evaluation approaches
are, it has additional value if applied to the total program operations.

The differential evaluation model emphasizes judgments and conclusions
more than decisions, but provides an approach to deciding what aspects
of the program will be judged. It's useful in taking stnck of what's

happened or what's happening at a given point in time. The disorepancy evaluation

! model is useful in trouble shooting. If a program is ailing or if you don't
really understand what's happening, the discrepancy approach is helpful.
The priority deeisions approach is a subpart of context evaluation. But

because the ultimate worth of a program depends on the choices made at the
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very beginning, frameworks for evaluating the fundamental decisions of a
program (which clientele, what content, how long, what approaches, etc.)
are extremely important. Finally, most programs use texcs, films, or other
materials and need ways of choosing among them.

The second group of models can be used in conjunction with the first
with no difficulty. The first group deals with qualities or stages of
programming. The second deals with actual parts of that program. You
could, for example, combine the aectual component approach with the
decision centered, differential, or discrepancy evaluation approach.

The actual component approach would identify what elements within the program
would be studied. The approach selected from Group 1 wculd establish the
program sequence of examination and reexamination. The approach selected
from Group 2 would indicate what element would be examined.

The third group emphasizes parts much as the second does, but it'g
talking about kinds of data that are used rather th. . about the program
part directly. Similarities and differences exist among the approaches
in Group 3. For example, the countenance of evaluation and system role
model were developed during the same period by men at the same university
both applying system and role theory. The means-ends hierarchy provides
a different way of looking at data from the first two. It limits itself
to the process and product categories of the decision centered evaluation
model, but distinguishes various categories of product data.

The fourth group of approaches deal with processes. Three of them
are basic processes that can be applied regardless of what it is about a
program that's being evaluated. The two traditional processes, appraiszal
that emphasizes human judgment and approaches that emphasize a high use of
systematically colleoted data, aren't alternatives to each other. The

natural procese approach indicates that they can and should be used together.
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The other three approaches deal with specific applications of process. The
monitoring evaluation model stresses the continuous approach to evaluation
using either appraisal or systematic data processing or both. The im-
provement evaluation irodel shows how appraisal can be used interactively
to stimulate programmers and the transactional evaluation emphasizes an
approach that will help staff accept recommendations for change.

The fifth group is the most highly developed. Much more attention has
Leen given to the details related to evaluating results using attainment
of objectives as the basic criteria of success than to any of the other forms
of evaluation. Rather than emphasizing a few of the several developments, this
section gives a falrly concentrated overview of what has happened related
to objectives.

The s*xth group again gives more space to the individuzl approaches.
Most of the approaches to results that are broader than objecti-rus try,
to define and describe the types of outcomee and effects that make un
program results.

Groups 5 and 6 can be subsumed within the approaches in Groups
1, 2, and 3. They're ways of spelling out the results compcnent in more
detail when you're concentrating on taking a program system approach to
evaluation, with results being one component in that system. On the other
hand, if you're particularly conzerned with results and trying to explain
the degree of success in producing results, some of the frameworks from
Groups 1, 2, and 3 will be useful in addition to those within Croups 5 &nd
6 that try to use program processes or elements as explanatory variables.
Although it's unwisa to separate results from other program elements in that
you lose much in understanding how a program produces or fails to produce results,

sometimes cutside pressures for results data and lack of resources force you
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to limit exploration only to examining the results of a program. Approaches
that emphasize results have been left as separate categories, but have been
included as part of program evaluation rather than defining it as a kind of
evaluatioﬁ important in its own right, but different from program evaluation.

At this point, unless you're already familiar with some of the approaches,
the details in the last few paragraphs that have discussed the various groups
of approaches may have little meaning. Don't worry about it. The intent of
the paragraphs is to underscore the idea that the various approaches to evalua—
tion seldom deal with the same need. The search shouldn't be for finding
a way, but for building a repetoire of ways of evaluating.

In this section and in the summaries in Section III, the approaches aren't
specifically discussed in terms of evaluating programs for the disadvantaged.
Such programs range extensively in terms of their nature and their needs. The
range is as great as in the whole of adult education. Therefore, the applica-
tion of the approaches and the potential for using them isn't unique in this

particular kind of programming.

The Work That Lies Ahead

Although you'll find this monograph very useful, it may not meet all
of your needs. Its value is limited both by the way the monograph is
structured and bv the present state of the theory, art, and practice of
evaluation.

vimitations within the monograph include:

1. The nature of the classification system. It's tentative and general.
It may be misleading.

2. Omission and distortion that comes through summarization. Jome of
the original sources are books, others are brief papers. In some
instances, we've heard the author present the approachj in others
we've relied only on written source materials. It's difficult to
summarize and make the original ideas clear.
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3. The lack of parallelism. . Even though a standard format is used
in presenting the approaches, it's very difficult to compare
them. They aren't at the same level or stage of development. There's
no consistency in overlap and duplication. It's there, but not
sufficiently to make a clear pattern.

4. The lack of clear procedural directions. In summarizing the approaches,
priority has gone to the parts that outline the "what" and "why"
of evaluation rather than those that deal with the "how" of carrying
out procedure. Once you have a clear sense of direction and specifica-
‘tion, it's fairly easy to generate a process that will aim in the
direction you want to go. Some of the sources give procedural de-
tails. Others don't.

5. The lack of case examples. In some cases, the models haven't
been completely applied yet. 1In others, it requires too many
pages to do justice to a description of the application. In some
instances, a particular framework can be applied in several ways.
Just prese’ :ing one way restricts you too much. Unfortunately
most evaluation reports are designed to give information about
programs, not to describe the evaluation. At best they stop with
conclusions and recommendations. Few give the full story as to
purpose, rationale, overall approach (procedure usually deals only
with how data were handled), and what happened because of the
evaluation. To understand the effectiveness of a particular
evaluatior. approach, you have to know what occurred as a result of it.

Various limitations in terms of the present state of theory, art,-and
practice in program evaluation have been indicated in the earlier discussions.
A good deal more needs to be done in conceptualizing modeling and developing
and testing guidelines and procedures, For example:

1, Now that we've realized that accurate information is an input into
evaluation but isn't the whole of evaluation, much more attention
must be given to translating the mental and social interactive
activities of evaluation into procedures or guidelines., How do you
assign value? Control trade-offs? Exactly how do you go about
assigning meaning to data and forming conclusions? How do you
evaluate the differences between alternatives and finally reach
a decision? How do you develop a logical argument to support a
judgment that's powerful enough to convince an antagonist? These
answers aren't easily available in procedural steps and yet these
are some of the activities that constitute the heart of evaluation.
We need frameworks for making the mental activities of evaluation
more systematic and accurate. Some of the procedures must be program
specific. They need to be developed by a team representing all those
who have interest in the evaluation—-participant, programmer,
administrator, legislator, social policy maker, local influential--
and designed to fit within a certain programming situation. Pro-
fessional groups must take a more prominent role in developing
standards and setting realistic input-output ratios.
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2. We need guides and procedures for helping the professional improve
his ongoing, everyday evaluation and decision making. How can he
sharpen his powers of accurate observation and interpretation of what
he sees and hears occurring? How can he detecv biases and the
possible effects of those biases?

. We need cost-benefit studies of the contribution of "hard" data--that
which is gathered using research type techniques--to accurate
evaluation. Are the judgments and decisions made when extensive

amounts of "hard" data are available enough better than those made
without such data to justify the costs involved?

4. In the last five years we've seen a great deal of progress in how
we examine the results of instruction, in particular, how we
determine if’ specific changes in knowledge have occurred. Similar
developments are needed in terms of examining larger results--attain-
ing program and institutional goals, accomplishing purpose and mission,
meeting needs, solving problems. In adult education, it's the larger
ends that count. Changes in knowledge are of value only if they lead
to the overall development of the adult and his ability to enjoy life
and manage his environment.

5. As we accept program evaluation as a generic term with many activities

and many aspects of program on which it should focus, as we accept

it as a toolbox full of tools rather than one tool, more work needs

to be done on designing the various tools in that toolbox. First more
r work must be done on identifying the kinds of tools that are most needed
and building some kind of a classification system that's useful. The
classification system will help us organize the developments SO we
understand their different uses and purposes. It will help some of
the confusion that occurs when we discuss the ideas of Tyler, Stuffle-
beam, Stake, and Scriven as though they're all dealing with the
same thing. Then very serious work needs to be done on the activities
that come in the various categories. For example, tools dealing with
the attainment of instructional objectives are shaping up nicely. On
the other hand. we're just beginning to rough out designs for evaluating
needs and determining program priorities. This is a task where the
programmer must take the lead rather than passing the ball to the
professor.

. .
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Apparently we've moved from the era when evaluation could be compared
with the first horseless carriage to the stage where it goes back to a
variety of drawing boards for the kind of work that will produce 1975 models.

We now know that the horseless carriage we've been using for the past 30

' years can be further developed. And we have some leads about the kinds of

] improvements that should be made.
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But improvement of the theory and the science of evaluation won't be
of much value unless improvements are made in the context in which it's expected
to operate. Improved theory and procedures of evaluation won't settle con-
flicts between administrative levels in terms of what kind of evaluation is
desired. It won't solve problems caused by faulty assumptions about what it's
possible for programs to do. Some of the needs related to evaluation have to
be dealt with in broader contexts using research findings and good sound common
sznse.

Although considerable work still must be done, the progress that has been
made in the past few years is extremely heartening. You'll find a good deal
of help in the approaches summarized later in the monograph; ideas and help
that weren't available to you 10 years ago. The wheels of progress are

indeed turning.
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Table 2
GROUPING OF APPROACHES TO PROGRAM EVALUATION

Group 1: Evaluation As Input Into Decision Making

Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP) [Stufflebeam; Phi Delta Kappal
Differential Evaluation [Tripodi, Fellin, & Epstein]
Discrepancy Evaluation [Provus]
Priority Decisions [Boylel]
Developmental Evaluation
IPI Formative Evaluation [Lindvall & Cox]
NewStart Evaluation System [Lamrock, Smith, & Warren]
' 1.6 Materials Evaluation
Trade-Off and Comparative Cost Approach [Glass]
Weighted Criteria Approach [Crane & Abt]
1.7 Participant Reaction Approaches
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Group 2: Evaluation of Program Parts

Execution-Impact Approach [Freeman & Sherwood]
Actual Component Approach [Knox, Mezirow, & Darkenwald, Jr.]
Managerial Systems )
Program Evaluation and Review Technique (PERT)
Organization As a Total System [Young]
Macro System Model [Alkin]
System Approach to Goal Setting [Van Gigch & Hill]
Program Contact System [Duft]
Management Information Systems (SEMIS)
) Evaluating Decision Making [Hesseling]
2.4 Socio-Organizational Systems
g Social Systems Models [Loomis]
Organizational Models [Etizioni; Schulberg & Baker]
Motivational Model [Lewis]
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Group 3: Evaluation--Kinds of Data; Types of.Acf¥v§t5e§

Countenance of Evaluation [Stake]

System Role Model [Knox]

Means-Ends Hierarchy [Bennett]
When-To-Do-It-Yourself Continuum [Alexander]

wWwww
£ WP

Group 4: Evaluation Processes

Appraisal Model [Harris]

Data Management [Phi Delta Kappal
Natural Process Approach [Steele]
Monitoring Evaluation [Bruce]
Improvement Evaluation [Kreitlow]
Transactional Evaluation [Rippey]
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Group 5: Results--Attainment of Objectives

5.1 Tylerian Models
The Original Tyler Model [Tyler]
National Assessment Program
Four-Question Approach [Gottman & Clasen]
Adoption of the Tyler Model by Adult Education
5.2 Instructional Evaluation Approaches
Goal-Referenced Instruction [Popham & Baker]
Evaluation As Facilitation of Learning [Bloom, Hastings, & Madaus]
£.3 Program Objectives Approaches
Criteria of Success Approach [Suchman]
0-A-R Model [Deniston et al.]
Criteria and Objectives [Matteson]
Locally Directed Evaluation [Byram & Robertson]
Ohio Model [Starr et al.]
Program Planning Budgeting System (PPBS)
Systew Variables Approaches
NEA Model [Taba & Sawin]
Cube Models [Hammond; Armstrong et al.]
Information Domains [Nelson]
Types of Evaluation [Wholey et al.]
5.4 Objectives: Categorizations and Criteria
Objectives A4s Systems and Parts of Systems
Level and Time Sequence of QObjectives
Kinds of Objectives Operating Within a Program
Characteristics of Objectives

Group 6: Results: Evaluation of Qutcomes and Effects

(o202 )]

Goal Free Evaluation [Scriven]

Zones of Results [Lamrock, Smith, £ Warren]
Multiple Change Approach [Hayes, Jr.]

Multiple Dimensions of Program Effectiveness [Steele]
Effectiveness of Methods [Wilson & Gallup]

Impact Evaluation [Borus & Tash]

Public Policy [Berlak]

Institutional Evaluation [Forehand]

Social Indicators [Paulsonl

Research Models [Weiss; Longest: Cain & Hollister]
Efficiency Examinations

Accountability
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Section II

MATCHING EVALUATION APPROACHES TO NEEDS

As you enter your exploration of the evaluation approaches summarized
in Section III, you face questions like: "How do I use evaluation approaches?"

"How do I choose which one to study first?"

Using Evaluation Approaches

First, let's talk generally about use. Familiarity with various
approaches to program evaluation can be useful to you in at least four ways:
1. Expanding your ideas about programming and about program evaluation
so that you're better able to make evaluation an effective management

tool.

2. Helping you track down sources and references that consultants and
others use when talking about evaluation.

3. Providing approaches you can adapt to your own situation.
4, Providing support and ideas for building your own approaches.

Expanding Your Ideas About
Programming and Program Evaluation

The help that current approaches to evaluation give you in understanding
the dynamics and complexity of programming may in the long run be much more
useful to you than the help that they give you in actually doing evaluction.
Most of the approaches try to identify key components and the relationships
among thoseréomponents. The various patterns help you get a grip on the
important ingredients and processes within programming. They help you
identify the crucial aspects of successful programming. They help you under-
stand the nature ard role of criteria and, if the c¢riteria are sound guides

to success, result in more successful programs. A sound understanding of

52

R

.
K
T
«
£
2
3
3
i
x
2
:




53

the bases of program evaluation can lead to program improvement, even

though evaluation isn't done in a conscious or systematic manner.

Locating Sources

Each field has its own jargon and names to be dropped. Have you ever

found yourself frustrated when you attend conferences, deal with evaluation
consultants, or talk with some of your colleagues who have a keen interest
in conceptualizing evaluation because you aren't aware of who the names and

what the ideas are? If this occurs frequently, you may want to use this

monograph as a briefing device. An author index and a title index have been
included at the end to help you better use it for such purposes. In all
instances where the author has assigned a title, that title has been used.
However, in some instances a label had to be arbitrarily assigned in the
developmenc of the monogréph. Appendix A on page 220 provides a brief

| paragraph descriétion of each approach organized alphabeticall& according
to the author. .

Providing You with Approaches You Can
: Adapt to Your Own Situation

In some instances, you'll find that an approach pretty well fits a need
and you'll try to use it. In the case of the more comprehensive models, the |
extent to which you deal with all the pérts of a particular pattern depends 3
on the depth of the evaluation and the extent of your resources.

For example, at the everyday, "natural" level, you probably can make
some observations and judgments about all of the parts of a particular pattern
and the way in which they fit together. You may be able to operationalize - <
a complete pattern without undue difficulty once the pattern is firmly in

mind. However, if you're going to use a great deal of system~-~rigorous

- definition of criteria and carefully controlled gathering of data--you may

H
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' not have resources to adequately cover all of the approaches' components
with the same depth of attention. This is particularly true if both the

[ ' program and the evaluation approach is fairly complex. Some models such as

the countenance of evaluation, the systém role model, and the means-ends

hierarchy weren't meant to be used in their entirety in normal systematic

|

evaluation situations. They were designed to help you understand the types

of data to select from in developing a meaningful evaluation.

In most instances you will select certain parts of a pattern for systematic

examination. There's a growing push toward selective evaluation. For example,
) R. E. Brack of the University of Saskatchewan suggests that you take an
| eclectic approach--first identify the questions about the program that need
to be answered and then select the parts of a particular model that can
help deliver those answers without trying to systematically operationalize
! the complete model. In this situation, however, an understanding of the
total pattern helps you keep the component that's receiving major attention
within a total perspective of programming relationships.
Don't try to operationalize an approach by just using the material in
this monograph. Go to the original printed eourcej If possible, after
you've studied it tﬁoroughly, consult the author of the model. The summaries
presented here are guides to approaches rather than guides for doing evaluation.
How helpful the approaches will be when actually carried out depends on
(1) the nature of your need, (2) how you conceptualize your program operations,
(3) what judgments about program are most important in your situation, (4) what
help in making program decisions or what other value can be gotten from a
particular approach, and (5) how able you (and your evaluation consultant, if
you use one) are to work from a working description rather than a precise

operational blueprint.
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Most of the time you will have to adapt the approach to your own situation
rather than applying it "straight." However, be careful the adaptations don't
distort the original model so it loses its value or becomes inappropriate.

Providing You with Support and Ideas
for Building Your Own Approaches

In many instances, rather than extensively adapting a particular approach,
you might be better off to construct your own, borrowing the parts of other
approaches that are most useful and building patterms and processes that are
appropriate to your needs.

The approach you use should stand up to tests of internal and external
validity, reliability, relevance, scope, creditability, pervasiveness, and
timeliness. Most of these qualities are situation specific. A model may
have them in one application but not in another. If it's to be used by others.
remember that you must be able to communicate it clearly to them.

Most important, you must be able to make it work so it will give-reliable

and believable results with a minimum of strain on the people involved.

Choosing Evaluation Approaches

Very few readers will or should try to read Section III from beginning

to end at one sitting. (If you should want to examine all of the approaches,
you'll probably function better by working through a group at a time,
starting with a particular need or interest in evaluation and going

directly to the approach or approaches that best relate to that need.)

Caution: Don't be channeled completely by one need or view of what evaluation
i;. Remember that evaluation is a generic phenomenon and that it includes
several approaches. Don't search for the one way to do evaluation. Do

search for the range of approaches that will best Wae your varied needs

in program evaluation.
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Start your evaluation approaches by outlining the kinds of needs that you
and your unit have that evaluation can help with. It may be helpful for
you to take a dual track. On one sheet, list the kinds of evaluation frameworks
that you need if your kit of evaluative toole is8 to be complete. On another
sheet, list the 8pecific problems you and your wunit face where evaluation can

be of help.

Types of Evaluation Frameworks

A program unit needs a group of frameworks to be applied frequently and
consistently--for example, a framework for doing the kinds of evaluation
that are essential throughout the program process and for dealing with every-
day management questions; a framework that views the program through a
participant's eyes; a framework that monitors the effectiveness of the various
components of a program. These types of frameworks don't substitute for
each other. They need to be tied together through a common philosoPhy.pf
what evaluation is and an understanding of the.general process of evaluation
and subprocesses such as appraisal and data management., In addition, the
program unit may also need some frameworks for dealing with more specific tasks
like: choosing visual aids, texts, and other support materials; establishing
priorities for programs; introducing change into a system. Table 3 provides
examples of how various approaches summarized in the monograph relate to
needs for general kinds of evaluative frameworks.

Some frameworks are more important to one precgram than to another or
are more important at a particular point in time. For example, programs for

disadvantaged adults more than other programs may need frameworks for seeing

how program participants evaluate the program or may need to use such
frameworks extensively during the first two years of operation but give

less attention to them in later years. Programs that develop all of their

Wimn ey e
S e~ -

% own materials won't need any frameworks for evaluating materials to be purchased.
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Table 3
COMMONLY NEEDED EVALUATION FRAMEWORKS
; Most programmers and program uc/its need more thép one evaluation
E framework in their tool kit. Different approaches accomplish different things.
| 1
' Types of evaluation frameworks Examples of approaches included On
needed by program units in this monograph page:
. Frameworke that help make Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP) 78
major decisions and guides Differential Evaluation 81
overall program management Criteria of Juccess Approach 171
0-A-R Model 173
Program Planning Budgeting System 178
(PPBS)
Frameworks for examining the Multiple Change Approach 198
impact and larger results of Multiple Dimensions of Program 200
programs Effectiveness
! ‘ Impact Evaluation 203
. Social Indicators ) 210
Means-Ends Hierarchy . 129
Public Policy 205
Research Models 212
Criteria of Success Approach 17
Effectiveness of Methods 202
. Zones of Results 195
| Efficiency Examinations 215
; Accountability 217
i Ohio Model 177
Criteria and Objectives 174
Types of Evaluation 181
Frameworke that guide the Actual Component Approach © 104 :
organization and use of Program Evaluation and Review 107 3
program componente Technique (PERT) i
. Macro System Model - 110 -
Organization As a Total System 109 3
Countenance of Evaluation 120
System Role Model 124
Social Systems Models 116 :
1 Organizational Models 117 .
4 Program Contact .gstem 112
{ Management Information Systems 114
: (SEMIS)
System Variables Approaches 179
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Types of evaluation frameworks
needed by program units

-~

Examples of approaches included
in tnis monograph

Frameworke for viewing the
program through the eyes of
the participant

Frameworks that guide
evaluative procegses

Frameworks for examining
the results of instruction

Frameworks that serve specific
purposes

Participant Reaction Approaches
Locally Directed Evaluation
Motivational Model
Transactional Evaluation
Institutional Evaluation

Appraisal Model

Data Management

Natural Process Approach
Monitoring Evaluation

Locally Directed Evaluation
When-To-Do-It-Yourself Continuum

Tylerian Models

Goal-Referenced Instruction

Evaluation As Facilitation of
Learning

Goal Free Evaluation

Institutional Evaluation

Objectives: Categorizations and
Criteria

Adoption of the Tyler Model by
Adult Education

’

Discrepancy Evaluation
Priority Decisions
Developmental Evaluation
Materials Evaluation

118
150
207

135
138
143
146
176
131

154
164
168

192
207
184

157

8y
86
89
95

P
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4
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However, adult basic education which draws on many commercially prepared
materials may find such a framework essential to effective operation. Some
programs may need frameworks for examining instructional results more than
they need frameworks for examining larger results. On the other hand, other
programs for disadvantaged adults need to concentrate ca exploring major
imp.>t and value, and if resources don't stretch to cover both, give less
attention to the specific results of instruction.

Each program unit has to decide which frameworks are most relevant and
important to the operation of the particular unit, and as a result, which
frameworks should be extensively operationalized and which should be drawn
on periodically or at time of greatest need. Even though a program unit
restricts itself to two or three general frameworks, if this restriction
is made after a full survey of the kinds of program evaluation that could
ard perhaps should be operating, there is a much better understanding of

what the particular framework can (and can't) be expected to do.

Use of an Approach to Deal with a Specific Problem

A second approach to chcusing evaluation approaches is that of using an
approach to deal with a specific problem. Yor evample, the administrator
recognizes that changes are needed in a program that staff are apt to
resist. In such an instance, an approach like transactional evaluation
might be particularly helpful. Or, if staff feel uneasy about a particular
program phase but are unable to really diagnose the problem, diserepancy
evatuation could be helpfui. Or, if staff need a challenge plus a pat On'the
back to give them further impetus, the improvement evaluation approach would

be useful. In most instances, the problem probably will rezult in one of the

major frameworks accepted by the program unit being applied, but in other
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instances like the ones given above, an additiondal evaluative approach not
commonly part of the tool kit may be selected.

Tabl; 4 includes examples of problem situations that sometimes arise
and indicates the approaches within the monograph that might be useful in
dealing with those situations. They have been loosely grouped into three
types: problems in programming, probiems in program management, and problems

in evaluation.
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Table 4
" MATCHING EVALUATION APPROACHES TO PROBLEMS AND NEEDS

If you're having problems in PROGRAMMING . . .

With: Look for ideas in: On page:l *
. 1
: Setting prioritiee ‘ Priority Decisions 86
f Decision Centered Evaluation 78

] (CcIPP) [context]

; Chooeing among program Decision Centered Evaluation 78
] ' posgibilities (CIPP) [context]
’ Priority Decisions 86
, Determining the kind of Means-Ends Hierarchy 129
‘ resulte you're aiming for System Role Model 12y
as you design the program Multiple Change Approach 198
! Multiple Dimensions of Program 200
! Effectiveness .
, Impact Evaluation 203
' Research Models 212
: : Social Indicators 210
; Goal-Referenced Instruction 164
§ Evaluation As Facilitation of 168
p Learning
Objectives: Categorizations 184

and Criteria

i Leveloping objectives System Approach to Goal Setting 111
) Decision Centered Evaluation 78
’ (cIPP) [context]
Priority Decisions 86
Objectives: Categorizations 184
and Criteria
Tylerian Models isy
; Determining the right Objectives: Categorizations 184
level of objectives and Criteria q
Criteria of Success Approach 171

lThis table is divided into %*hree main sections--problems in programming,
problems in program management, and problems in doing evaluation. Groupings
are general and not mutually exclusive. Models suggested as sources of ideas
for a particular task are examples and not the cnly ielevant ones.
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If you're having problems in PROGRAMMING . . . (cont.)

With:

Selecting content and focus

Identifying what participants

see as appropriate program
activities

Examining factors affecting
participation and learning

Developing a project or
program plan

Developing a pilot brajeat

Determining how you can use
searce resources most
effectively in the program

Making sure that all of the
elements of the program
are appropriate

Underetanding how various
‘aspects of the program fit
together

Look for ideas in:

Decision Centered Evaluation

(c1PP) [context]
Participant Reaction Approaches
Program Contact System

Participant Reaction Approaches

Decision Centered Evaluation
(CIPP) [context]
Social Systems Models

IPI Formative Evaluation

NewStart Evaluation System

Program Evaluation and Review
Technique (PEPT)

Discrepancy Evaluation
NewStart Evaluation System
Social Systems Models
Tylerian Models

Decision Centered Evaluation
(C1PP) [input] '

Differential Evaluation
[efficiency]

Appraisal Model
Actual Comno.ient Approach

Program Evaluation and Review
Technique (PERT}
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On page:

78

98
112

98

78

116

89
91
107

84
91
116
154

78

81

135

104
107
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If you're having problems in PROGRAMMING . . . (cont.)

With: Luok for ideas in: On page:
!
Working effectively with others Motivational Model 118
in the program Transactional Evaluation 150
Organizational Models 117
1
Choosing among textbooks, Trade-Off and Comparative 95
audio-visual packages, eta. Cost Approach
: Weighted Criteria Approach 96
}
Preparing teaching plans Goal-Referenced Inmstruction 164
x . Evaluation As a Facilitation 168
] of Learning
Objectives: Categorizations 184

and Criteria

Determining whether a pro- , Monitoring Evaluation 146
gram ig progressing toward
ite goals
{
Finding out why a program Discrepancy Evaluation 84

ien't producing as much as
you expect it to

: Finding out how well your Differential Evaluation 81
! firet programming efforts [initiation and contact]

are achieving Monitoring Evaluation 146

: Clarifying what kind of Goal Free Evaluation 192

; results to expect from a Research Models [search 212
f new program evaluation] )
Understanding how program Actual Component Model 104 |
components interact to Macro System Model 110 |

produce results Countenance of Evaluation 120

: System Role Model . 124

-- Program Evaluation and Review 107

Technijue (PERT)
System Variables Approaches 179
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If you're having problems in PROGRAMMING . . . (cont.)

With:

Testing a particular instruc-
cional sequence to gee what it'e
achieving

Selecting the most effective
method for a particular task

Determining the effect of a
program on a commnity

Identifying whether you're
reaching the right clientele

Revising a pilot program and
developing a guide for others
to follow

Getting other people's ideas
on how your pragram can be
improved

Improving on-the-spot judgmente
as a program progresses

Examining the results of
programs

Look for ideas in:

Tylerian Models

Goal-Referenced Instruction

Evaluation As a Facilitation of
Learning

Effectiveness of Methods

Impact Evaluation

Social Indicators

Trade-0ff and Comparative Cost
Approach

Execution-Impact Approach
Participant Reaction Approaches
Adoption of the Tyler Model

by Adult Education

Execution-Impact Approach
Discrepancy Evaluation
Macro System Model
NewStart Evaluation System
System Role Model

Appraisal Model
Improvement Evaluation
Participant Reaction Approaches

Natural Process Evaluation

Decision Cenrtered Evaluation
(cIPP) [context]

Trade-0ff and Comparative Cost
Approach

Execution-Impact Approach

Countenance of Evaluation

System Role Model

Means-Ends Hierarchy

Tylerian Models

Instructional Evaluation
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On page:

154
164
168

202

203
210
a5

102
98
157

102
8y
119
91
12y

135
1lu8
98

143

78

95

102
120
12y
129
154
207
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If you're having problems in PROGRAMMING . . . (cont.)

With:

Examining the results of
programs (cont.)

Identifying key elements
contributing to the success
or failure of c program

Preparing a program report

Deciding what to emphasize
in a report prepared for
adminigtrators and influentiale

Look for ideas in:

Program Objectives Approaches

Goal Free Evaluation

Zones of Results

Multiple Change Approach

Multiple Dimensions of Program
Effectiveness

Impact Evaluation

Institutional Evaluation

Social Indicators

Research Models

Efficiency Examinations

Actual Component Approdach
Macro System Modal
Improvement Evaluation
System Variables Approaches
Countenance of Evaluation
Means-Ends Hierarchy

Data Management [communication]
Trade-0ff and Comparative Cost
Approach

Multiple Change Approach

Multiple Dimensions of Program
Effectiveness

Impact Evaluation

If you're having problems in PROGRAM MANAGEMENT . . .

Guiding a program that involves
several etaff members with
rolee dependent on prior work
by others

Understanding the kind of
dectsions involved in

programming

retting the most out of
limited resources

Program Evaluation and Review
Technique (PERT)
Organizational Models

Dezision Centered Evaluation
(c1pP) [input]

NewStart Evaluation System

Evaluating Decision Making

Decision Centered Ev=luation
(c1pP) [input]

IPI Formative Evaluation

Participant Reaction Approaches

Trade-0ff and Comparative Cost
Approach

65

On_page:

171
192
195
198
200

203
207
210
212
215

1lou
110
148
179
120
129

138
95

198
200

203

107

117

78

91
115
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If you're having problems in PROGRAM MANAGEMENT . . . (cont.)

——— A & e S et i+ 5

With: Look for idcas in: On page:
Deciding whether ideas for Priority Decisions 86
programs are good Decision Ceatered Evaluation 78
(CIPP) {input]
IPI Formative Evaluation 89
NewStart Evaluation System 91
Goal Free Evaluation 192
Trade-Off and Comparative Cost 95
Approach
Supervising activities of Execution-Impact Approach 102
several para professionals System Role Modei 12y
Motivational Model 118
Securing additional funding Data Management [Communication] 138
Execution-Impact Approach 102
Differential Evaluation 81
[effectiveness, efficiency]
| Program Objectives Approaches 171
J Multiple Change Approach . 198
Multiple Dimensions of Program 200
Effectiveness
Accountability 217
Trade-Off and Comparative Cost 95
Approach
Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP) 78

Ve —

Developing long-range System Approach to Gozl Setting 11
goals and miseion Priority Decisions 86
Multiple Change Approach 198
Objectives: " Categcrizations and 184
Criteria
IPI Formative Evaluation 89
Reviewing long-range IPI Formative Evaluation 89
goals Multiple Change Approach 198
Priority Decisions 86
Goal Free Evaluation 192
g
4 Improving teamoork within Social Systems Models 116
your unit _Motivational Model 118
: Organization As a Total System 109
i Transactional Evaluation 150




If you're having problems in PROGRAM MANAGEMENT . . . (comt.)

With:

Understanding the stages
of programming

Understanding relationship
of evaluation to decision
making

Defining program efficiency

Settling disputes when two
or more methods or plans
are advocated for doing
the game thing

Designing a management
information system for
your unit

Designing accountability
strategies.

-

Developing an organization
and elimate that will
improve programming

Identifying and weighing
groups and other pressures
that mugt be considered

in programming

Look for ideas in:

Differential Evaluation
Program Contact System

Decision Centered Evaluation
(CIPP)

NewStart Evaluation System

Trade-0ff and Comparative Cost
Approach

Efficiency Examinations
Differential Evaluation
Criteria of Success Approach
Execution-Impact Approach

Decision Centered Evaluation
(c1pP) [input]

Differential Evaluation

Effectiveness of Methods

Management Information Systems
(SEMIS)

System Role Mndel

Data Management

Accountability

Decision Centered Evaluation
(c1pp)

Locally Directed Evaluation

Types of Evaluation

Management Information Systems
(SEMIS)

Data Management

Motivational Model
Organizational Models
Social Systems Models
Transactional Evaluation

Priority Decisions
Social Systems Models
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On_page:

81
112

78

91
95

215

81
171
102

78

81
202
114
124
138
217

78
176
181
114
138
118
117

116
150

86
116
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If you're having problems in PROGRAM MANAGEMENT . . . (cont.)

With:

Getting new ideas adopted by
the staff

Organizing support resources
effectively

Increasing operational
efficiency

Cooperating with content experts

Using a systems approach to
organizing programming

Developing criteria to guide
the work of your unit

N

Look for ideas in:

Motivational Model
Discrepancy Evaluation
Transactional Evaluation

Organizational Models
Program Evaluation and Review
Technique (PERT)

Efficiency Examinations

Differential Evaluation

Program Evaluation and Review
Technique (PERT)

Program Planning Budgeting
System (PPBS)

Criteria of Success Approaca

Trade-~Off and Comparativ: “ost
Approach '

Program Contact System
Motivational Model
Transactional Evaluation
Discrepancy Evaluation

Organization As a Total System

Actual Component Approach

Macro System Model

Countenance of Evaluation

System Role Model

Program Evaluation and Review
Technique (PERT)

System Variables Approaches

Criteria of Success Approach

Natural Process Approach

Differential Evalvation

Discrepancy Evaluation

Multiple "imensions of Program
Effectiveness

Public Policy

Institutional Evaluation

Trade-0ff and Comparative Cost
Approach

68

On_page:

118
8l
150

117
107

215
81
107

178

in
95

112
118
150

84

109
104
ilo
120
124
107

179

in
143
81
84
200

205
207
95
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If you're having problems in PROGRAM MANAGEMENT . . . (cont.)

With:

Considering input, procees, and
output relationships of
various parte of your program

Developing a multicourse
curricula or a multiactivity

program

Increasing the contributions
of volunteers

Improving everyday operations

‘Determining whether programming

activities are on target in
terms of the unit's miséion

Using information in making
program decisions

Assigning resources to staff
units

i

Look for ideas in:

0-A-R Model

Actual Component Approach

Organization As a Total
System

Macro System Model

System Approach to Goal
Setting

Countenance of Evaluation

System Role Model

Institutional Evaluation

Decision Centered Evaluation
(C1PP)

Trade-0ff and Comparative
Cost Approach

Motivational Model
Social Systems Models

Natural Process Approach
Trade-0ff and Comparative
Cost Approach

Monitoring Evaluation

Data Management
Natural Process Approach

Program Planning Budgeting
System (PPBS)

Decision Centered Evaluation
(cIPP)

Efficiency Examinations

Accountability

Multiple Dimensions of Program
Effectiveness

Program Objectives Approaches

Trade-Off and Comparative Cost
Approach

69

On page:

173
104
109

110
111

120
124
207

78

85

118
116

143
95

146

138
143
178

78
215

217
200

171
95
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If you're having problems in PROGRAM MANAGEMENT . . - (cont.)

With:

Managing the teaching-learning
transaction

Developing a personnel evaluation
system

Analyaing weaknesses and
problems in the operation
of the unit

Working with an advisory
committee

Improving use of time and
other resources

Look for ideas in:

Evaluation As a Facilitation of
Learning

Zones of Results

System Variables Approaches

Objectives: Categorizations
and Criteria

Monitoring Evaluation

Natural Process Approach

Trade-Off and Comparative Cost
Approach

Multiple Dimensions of Program
Effectiveness
Appraisal Model
Natural Process Approach
Weighted Criteria Approach
Trade-Off and Comparative
Cost Approach

Discrepancy Evaluation

Program Evaluation and Review
Technique (PERT)

Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP)

Appraisal Model

Improvement Evaluation

Trade-0Off and Comparative Cosi
Approach

Locally Directed Evaluation
Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP).
System Approach to Goal Setting
Social Systems Models
Accountability

Data Management [communication]
Monitoring Evaluation

Natural Process Approach

Appraisal Model

Program Evaluation and Review
Technique (PERT)

Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP)

Trade-0ff and Comparative Cost
Approach

70

On page:

168

195
179
184

146
143
95

200

135
143
96
95

8y
107

78
135
148

95

176

78
111
116
217
138
146
143
135

107

78
95’
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If you're having problems in PROGRAM MANAGEMENT . .

With:

Developing budgets

Guiding and controlling the
total programming process

Helping staff use evaluation
as a management tool

. (cont.)

Look for ideas in:

Program Planning Budgeting
System (PPBS)
Impact Evaluation
Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP)
Differential Evaluation

Differential Evaluation
Organization As a Total System
System Role Model

Program Contact System

Natural Process Approach

Monitoring Evaluation

Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP)

Differential Evaluation

Discrepancy Evaluation

Trade-Off and Comparative Cost
Approach

If you're having problems in EVALUATION . . .

Improving staff attitude
toward evaluation

Distinguishing between des-
eribing and evaluating pro-
gram results

Determining resulte when
objectives were poorly stated

or changed during the program

Deve%oping eriteria for
Judging the program

Natural Process Approach
Discrepancy Evaluation

Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP)
Motivational Model

Transactional Evaluation

Countenance of Evaluation

Goal Free Evaluation
Multiple Dimensions of Program
Effectiveness

Appraisal Model
Natural Process Approach
Discrepancy Evaluation
Differential Evaluation
Criteria of Success Approach
Execution-Impact Approach
Multiple Dimensions of Program
Effectiveness
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If you're having problems in EVALUATION . . . (cont.)

With:

Developing eriteria for
Judging the program (cont.)

Dealing with sevaral oriteria
at one time

Forming judgmente about programe

Involving lay people in
evaluation

Organizing a comprehensive
program review, aceraditation
team, ete.

Preparing for an accreditation
team, monitoring team, or
comprehensive review

Determining what parte of
the program to inelude in
your evaluation

Look for ideas in:

Institutional Evaluation
Efficiency Examinations
Accountability

Weighted Criteria Approach

Natural Process Approach

Appraisal Model

Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP)

Trade-0ff and Comparative Cost
Approach

Locally Directed Evaluation
Participant Reaction Approaches
Discrepancy Evaluation

Appraisal Model

Improvement Evaluation

Actual Component Approach

System Role Model

Organization As a Total System

Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP)

Multiple Dimensions of Program
Effectiveness

Goal Free Evaluation

Appraisal Model

Execution~Impact Approach

Multiple Dimensicns of Program
Effectiveness )

Natural Process Approach

Data Management [communication]

Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP)

Actual Component Approach

Appraisal Model

Improvement Evaluation

Countenance of Evaluation

System Role Model

Means-Ends Hierarchy

Natural Process Approach

Multiple Dimensions of Program
Effectiveness
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If you're having prcblems in EVALUATION . . . (cont.)

With:

Determining what parte of the
program to include in your
evaluation (cont.)

Identifying appropriate data
bases and sources of data

Selecting vechniques to carry
out specific evaluation tasks

Categoriaing kinds of judgments
that need to be made about a
program

Deciding whet..'r to consult an
evaluation expert

Determining whether an extensive
research ¢ffort is appropriate

Yandiing o good deal of un-
1zlated data a.ud making sense
cu’: of how it fits into
patte~ns

Setting performance
s tandards

Datermining the kind of
data needed

Look for ideas in:

Multiple Change Approach
System Variables Approaches
0-A-R Model

NewStart Evaluation System
Information Domains

Differential Evaluation

Differential Evaluation
Natural Process Approach
Criteria of Success Approach
Criteria and Objectives
Execution-~Impact Approach

When-To-Do~It-Yourself Continuum

Types of Eval.ation
Decision Cer‘.ered Evaluation (CIPP)

Means-Ends Hierarchy
System Role Model
Countenance of Evaluation
Actual Component Approach

Countenance of Evaluation

Appraisal Model

Natural Process Approach

Discrepancy Evaluation

Goal-Referenced Instruction

Multiple Dimensions of Program
Effectiveness

Criteria of Success Approach

Differential Evaluaticn

Natural Process Approach
Counte=ance of Evaluation
Means-Ends Hierarchy

Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP)
Research Models
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If you're having problems in EVALUATION . . . (cont.)

With:

Look for ideas in:

Establishing or evaluating
sampling procedures

Zscablishing or evaluating
treatment procedures

Establishing or evaluating
measurement procedures

Examining assumptione related
to data

Identifying flaws and limita-
tions in Jata a8 a basis for
arguirg against an unfavorable
evaluation

Identifying flawe and limita-

tions in data as « basis for
agsessing the probable
accuracy of the data

Developing evaluation reports

Getting evaluction findings
used

Evcluating evaluation

Data Management
Research Models

Cata Management
Research Models

Data Management
Research Models

Data Managemer.:

Data Management

Data Management

Data Management [communication]

System Role Model

Trade-Off and Comparative Cost
Approach

Data Management [communication]
System Rols Mrdel
Transactional Evaluation
Discrepancy Evaluation

Data Management
Trade-0ff and Comparative Cost
Approach

4

138
212

138

212

138
212

138

138

138

138
12y
95

138
12y
150

8y

138
95

age

.

3
:




N Section 111l
SUMMARIES OF CONTEMPORARY PROGRAM EVALUATION APPROACHES

This section provides a brief summary of contemporary approaches to

I
=

program evaluation. The approaches are grouped into the following éategories

-

according to the primary focus of the approach:

Group 1. Evaluation as input into deqision making.

Group 2. Evaluation of program pa .s.

Group 3. - Evaluation--kinds of data; types of activities.
Group 4. Evaluation processes.

Group 5. Results--attainment of objectives.

: Group 6. Results--evaluation of outcomes and =2ffects-

N Groups 5 and 6 emphasize examining the results of programs. The other

four groups focus on results and other elements of the program system in such

v a way that the information can be used in developing and improving programs

e

while they're in progress. A very brief introduction is provided to each
group of approaches.

The following information is given for each approach included within
a group: field of origin, the essence of the approach, general suggestion as
to use, place to start when using it; description of the approach, and a
printed source where a more compleie presentation can be féund.

The summaries should be treated as a "reference to" rather than a
"peference foi." They'll help you decide wnich ones you'll want to get

and study in greater depth or which authers you'll want to contact directly.

The summaries don't provide a complete reference on how to use th2» particular

approach.
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GROUP 1
EvaLuaTioN As INpuT INTO Decision Makine

: OVERVIEW:
' What kinds of decisionSMAO you have to make about programs? What

kinds of decisions do you make while you're programming? This gbaup of 1

—

models emphasizes evaluation's role in decision making. The models: (1) pattern
types of decisions that have to be made, (2) identify program sequences
that should be evaluated, (3) outline evaluation questions that need to be

answered, or (4) identify criteria that should be applied.

EXAMPLES INCLUDED:

. @ The decision centered evalualion model identifies four types of
evaluation that correspond to the four major kinds of prografi decisions.

® Differential evaluation identifies three types of criteria that
need to be applied to each of three programming stages.

-® Discrepancy evaluation outlines a protess by which standards are
set for program activities and results and gaps identified by
comparing actual performanc2 with those standards.

e The priority decisions approach describes six categories of criteria
which may be important in deciding among needs and program alternatives.

e The two examples of developmental evaluation describe the process°
used ir developing program prototypes that will be used many times
in many situations.

1 ¢ The two examples of models for materiale evaluation provide guides
- f for choosing among packaged curricula.

; e Assessing participant reactions provides a summary of efforts of |
: this type. - |
CENERAL ADVANTAGES:

@ Models 1like these heip evaluationrwork for you in improving progrars.

i ¢
h

e They provide ways of dealing with decisions.

e They channel evaluation's enei'gy back into cngoing programming. |




77

GENERAL CAUTIONS:

The models provide examples of patterns. Your view of programming
may not coincide exactly. For example, you may want to add other
program stages, major decision categories, or kinds of criteria.

As much emphasis should be placed or using as is placed on securing
information.,

:
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1.1 DECISION CENTERED EVALUATION (CIPP)

Metropolitian and other local school systems.

Four types of evaluation--context, input, procegs, and product--
correspond to four major kinds of decisions--planning, struc-
turing, implementing, and recycling.

Used throughout programming, but particularly useful in:

e Viewing total program over a period of time.
e Developing new programs.
e Understanding the decision dynamics within programs.

Set decision parameters. What decisions must be made, by
whom, at what time? What information is needed for judging
decision alternatives?

Educational evaluation is defined as the process of delinea-
ting, obtaining, and providing information useful for
Judging decision altermatives. It can be helpful at all
four stages of decision making--awarencss, design, choice,
and aetion. It facilitates decision making by establishing
criteria for distinguishing among alternatives.

The CIPP model identifies four major types of evaluation
that correspond to the four types of decisions involved in
programming.

c

Context--serves planning decision.

I = Input--cerves decisions about designs and resources.

P = Process--serves decisions that control operations.

P = Product~-serves decisions abuut results and re-
cycling.

Context Evaluation. Provides the rationale for determin-
ing objectives and setting priorities. It defines the relevant
environment, describes the desired and actual conditions
pertaining to that environment, and identifies unmet needs
and unused opportunities. It considers such things as be-
havior of students, curriculum, staff strengths and weaknesges,
facilities, finarcing, and the community. It examines
present and emerging value systems and provides means for
setting priorities. It examines the amount of change needed.

[
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Input Evaluation. Provides information for determining
how to use resources to meet program goals. It deals with
relevance, practicability, costs, projected effectiveness,
and superiority alternatives. It involves idertifying and
assessing: (1) relevant capabilities of the system,

(2) strategies for achieving program goals, and (3) designs
for implementing a selected strategy. Two Or more ways

of carrying out the same program are analyzed in terms of
expected costs and benefits. Has this kind of plan worked
in the past? What are its underlying assumptions and can
they be met? What side effects may be produced? How do
people react to the approach? Can the plan actually be
carried out successfully?

Process Evaluation. Provides feedback. It's concerned
with the extent of operational efficiency inclucing effects
on rest of the system and feasibility. It detects or predicts
defects in the procedural design and its implementation,
provides information for decisions that are part of implementa- -
tion, and maintains a record of the procedures followed.

It must be continually alert in advance to the kinds of
decisions the teacher will be making. It's concerned with
such things as interpersonal relationships among staff and
students, communication channels, logistics, resources,
time schedules as potential causes of failures. The record
of procedures helps to later analyze why certain.results -
occurred.

Product Evaluation. Measures and interprets attain-
ments during and at the end of the program. It's conceraed ,
with main effects, side effects, costs, and superiority.
Product evaluation involves establishing criteria, taking '
measurements, comparing measurement results with absolute
or relative standards, and making rational interpretations
of the outcomes using context, input, and process information.

Criteria may be either aomnsequential or instrumental.
Consequential criteria pertain to the fundamental long-
range conditions being sought. Instrumental criteria deal
with accomplishments at an intermediate level that contribute
to the ultimate attainment.

The four types can be used independently or ir combinations.
They can be used to facilitate decisions as the program
progresses (formative evaluation) or in retrospective analysis
of the quality of decisions that were made and implemented
(summative evaluation and accountability).
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Formal, structured, comprehensive evaluation is most
apt to be needed when the decisions involve major changes
in areas where decision makers have little experience and
little information.

Evaluation models should be grounded in decisicn making
and change theory. Evaluation designs should satisfy
criteria of scientific adequacy (internal and external
validity, reliability, and objectivity), of practical
use (relevance, importance, scope, creditability, timeliness,
and perv: ,iveness), and of prudential worth (efficiency).

Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee on Evaluation.
Educational Evaluation and Decision Making. Itasca,
Illinois: F. E., Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1971.

Stufflebeam, Daniel L. "Evaluation As Enlightenment for
Decision-Making." Address at working conference on
assessment theory, the Commission of Assessment of
Educational Outcomes, the Association for Supervision
and Curriculum Development, Sarasota, Florida, January,
1968.

Stufflebeam, Daniel L. "The Relevance of the CIPP E vaiuation
Model for Educational Accountability. " Journal of g
Regearch and Development in Education, V (February, 1971),
19-25 .
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1.2 DIFFERENTIAL EVALUATION

Social fields.

Systematic accumulation of facts about program achievement
in terms of effort, effectiveness, and efficiency within
any of the stages of development--initiation, contact,

and implementation.

A means by which administrators and program personnel can
decide where evaluation investments wi'l be apt to give the
greatest payoff in program improvement. Particularly
useful in programs that haven't found the right routine

or that aren't accomplishing as much as they would like.

Determine key people. Secure understanding and commitment.
Examine possible consequences. Decide on the kinds of
evaluative questions that will provide the most valuable
information.

Evaluation is a management technique for the systematic
feedback of information to be used to improve social programs.
Programmers who are committed to improving societal conditions
through programs must contend with pressures frow a variety
of scurces. In many instances, they must make quick decisions
in ambiguous situations. The right information at the right
time can be helpful. As the main consumer of evaluation
studies, administrators should play a major role in planning
evaluation.

The process of evaluation involves getting systematic
information within &« context of social relationships. The
people involved may hold different idealogies and value
systems and various degrees of vested interests. A crucial
element in obtaining useful evaluations is the extent to
which key people can accommodate one another. Examining
political realities is as important in evaluatior as it is
in planning. Planning for social program evaluation depends
a great deal on specifying program requisites within the
differeat stages of development. Differential evaluacicn
is a process of asking different evaluation questions fox
esach stage of program development and then choosing those
evaluation techniques most appropriate to the evaluation
ol jectives.

The three categories that define the kinds of quescions
. e

Program Efforts. Amounts and kinds of program activities

2
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necessary with a particular stage of development; amount of
resources invested and h.w those resources were applied.
Evaluation is concerned with the type and quantity of program
activities. T

Program Effectiveness. Extent to which goals have been
achieved; analysis of both desirable and undesirable un- -
anticipated consequences. Evaluation is concerned with
whether these goals have been attained as a result of program
efforts.

Program Efficiency. The relationship between efforts and
effectiveness. It's the ratio of effectiveness to effort
and is concerned with the Yelative costs of achieving results.
Costs include manpower, time, money, and facilities. Evalua-
} ' tion is concerned with the relative costs of achieving out-
comes.

The three program deveiopment stages are:

Program Initiation. Stage where ideas are translated
into a plan of action aa1 necessary resources are secured.

: Program Contact. Stage where contact is made with target

: clientele; includes delivery system and analysis of obstacles,
and establishing relationships with other programs in the
community.

i Program Implementation. Energy is applied toward the goals
of the program. Concern is with results. Criteria for follow-
up activities and possible program termination are specified.

In these three stages:

- v e e

1. Longevity and complexity aren't indicative of a
stage of progran development.

Py

2. Different programs }ithin the same agency may be in
different stages of-development.

3. Progression through the stages isn't always distinct
’ and linear.

4, Some programs may be concerned entirely with contact.

The categories and stages produce questions like the following:

| Program Initiati.n Stage. To what extent are efforts made
to locate anticipated target populations (effort)? To what

' extent does the program meet a community need (effectiveness)?

To what extent do staff members have competing objectives

that are at cross purposes with one another (efficiency)?




Program Contact Stage. What amounts of time and energy
are devoted to finding resources that could increase the
number of program contacts (effort)? To what extent is the
intended target population represented in those who are
designated as program beneficiaries (effectiveness)? What
are the relative costs of using different means for contacting
clients (efficiency)?

Program Implementation Stage. How much effort is devoted
to the specification of criteria for program ternination and
necessary follow-up activities (effort)? What's the rela-
tive effectiveness of the program compared with other programs
that have similar objectives (effectiveness)? What's the
relation of costs of program efforts to the benefits achieved
(efficiency)? :

The questions determine the kind of information-gathering
technique to use. The most common information-gathering
techniques can be categorized as follows:

Monitoring Techniques. Procedures that are used for
direct review of program operations--accountability audit,
time and motion studies, administrative audit.

Social Research Techniques. Procedures used for
developing, modifying, and expanding knowledge about the
program--experiment, survey, case study.

Cost Analytic Techniques. Procedures used to appraise
the relative value of program benefits in relaticn to program
costs--cost accounting, cost-benefit analysis, cost-outcome
analyses, and operations research.

SOURCE Tripodi, Tony, Phillip Fellin, and Irwin Epstein. .oucial
Program Evaluation. Itasca, Illinois: TI'. E. Peacock
Publishers, Inc., 1971.
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1.3 DISCREPANCY EVALUATION
Pittsburgh public school system and other education projects.

Program personnel set standards for activities at each
programming scage--design, installation, procees, and
product--and for the results expected. Actual performance
is compared with the standards and discrepancies or

areas for improvement identified.

Particularily helpful in:
@ Checking out pilot or other new programs.
e Diagnosing programs that aren't functioning well.

e Improving program efficiency.
e Helping new personnel better understand program develop-
ment.

Determine the key stages or points where standards should be
applied. Devise the means by which the standards will be set.

The following rationale underlies the approach to setting
standards. Self-evaluation is a powerful device, perhaps the
essential mechanism in changing individual and group behavior.
A rational person will change his standards if they don't serve
a value or are counterproductive to a higher value. An
autonomous person must want to change his standards before
he will change his behavior.

Standards ~an be changed through the analysis and synthesis
of phenomena, insight, and the reorganization of a perceptual
field, such as through the problem-solving process. It's
possib® . to get a person or group to change standards by
showing discrepancies between performance and the assumptions
and values that gave rise to the standard.

A ron-programmer (evaluation staff member) plays an important
role in catalyzing the process by rafsing questions, supplying
information that the programmer doesn't have time to collect
and examine, and helping the programmer clarify values and
biases.

A program is a dynamic phenomenon that's made up of
stages--deaign, installation, procese, and product. Each
stage involves impute, prooseses , and cutpute. At each

_ stage, evaluation includes: {1) defining program standards,

i
H
=
K
S




SOURCE

85

(2) determining whether a discrepancy exists between some
aspect of program performance and the standards governing
that aspect of the program, and (3) using discrepancy informa-
tion either to change performance or to change program
standards -

When the discrepancies have been identified, the next
sequence involves determining: (1) why there's a discre-
pancy, (2) what corrective actions are poséible, and (3) what
corrective action is best. Three elements are necessary in
this process: (1) criteria for identifying relevant informa-
tion and knowing how to interpret it based on some standard
for the point of discrepancy to be investigated, (2) new
information about actual performance and practice, and (3) a
decision based on comparison of information and standard.

At each stage the program unit has four alternatives
for further program activities: (1) go on to the next stage,.
(2) recycle the stage after there has been a change in the
program's standards or operations, (3) recycle to the first
stage, or (4) terminate the project. The evaluation staff
helps identify gape or problems, but the program staff must
decide what to do about them.

Provus, Malcolm. Disorepancy Evaluation. Berkeley,
California: McCutchan Publishing Co., 1971.
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J..4 PRIORITY DECISIONS
ORIGIN Cooperative Extension.

ESSENCE This approach groups criteria for decision making about
program priorities into six broad categories: 8ociety-
community, clientele, political, organiaational, resources,
and personal.

USE Although designed to be used in evaluating needs and
¢ . alternative ideas for programs, it can alsuv Serve as a
framework for examining the value and importance of
completed programs.

STARTING Identify which of the categories are most important as
POINT criteria sources for the particulasr program.
DESCRIPTION Program development requires decisions. These decisions

are often diificult. Programmers usually are faced with toc
many problews to work 7n, too much content to teach, too
many clientele groups to reach with the time and resources
available. Therefore, priorities must be set.

PRIV

Criteria are needed for comparirg and selecting from
among program alternatives. The specific criteria to be
used must evolve from the key influences affecting the
particular program and programming situation. However,
there are at least six general criteria areas that may
need to be considered in establishing priorities. They
include:

— e v

Society-Community. T.e large society, with its institu-
tions, governmental units, pressure groups, trends, goals,
and values, provides a broad framework in which programming
must be carried out. The specific community also is con-
sidered with its economic, social, environmental, and
cultural needs and desires; its formal and informal power
and social structure; its linkages among varicus organiza-
tions; its potential for change based on past traditions
and values. For example, the socioeconomic status of people
r 'eds to be considered--are there large numbers of low-income
. people? Also, is it ;Jlitically feasible to shift resources
v to low-income programs? Does your personal value system
say it's important to do so? Are other community rescurces
f being used for low-income programs?

Clientele. There's a long tradition of basing programs
on clientele needs. We all believe in and support this
tradition. However, the question is: What clientele and
what clientele needs? W~ need to look at clientele in terms

ey =




of subgroups within a community. Maybe we use Maslow's
theory of needs as a framework for identifying priorities

of various socioeconomic groups in the community. This

could say to us that the focus for lower socioeconomic

groups would be on physiological and social needs like
nutrition or housing, while the higher socioceconomic groupings
would focus on the upper part of the hizrarchy--self- 1
actualization.

Political. Programming decisions are made within political
structures. We recognize the influence of government at the
town, county, state, and federal levels in establishing
program priorities. Governmental units should be used in
our decision-making process, but not become such a con-
straining force that they overbalance all the other categories.
There are times when program decisions aren't politically
attractive, but we need to take risks and accept responsibility
for influencing the political structure at various levels
so more rational decisions can be made. However, the question:
"Is it politically feasible?" is always relevant.

N

bl

Organizational. Organizational statements of philosophy
and mission provide insights to many questions about
priorities for programs and ciientele. For example: Is
the organization supportive of innovations? What's the
organization's position in programming with controversial
issues like family planning? What kinds of programs does
the organization reward? How much flexibility and personal.

J input does the individual staff member have? What is che
organization's position on programming with and for institu-
tions and agencies that affect families versus programming
with individuals ot groups of individuals?

Resources. There are many questions about resources
that need to be answered in setting priorities: Do we have
tiie quality and quantity of resources necescary to effect
change through a program? Are they the right kind of ]
resources? Are we employing new perscunnel to coincide with 1
changing program priorities?

Personal. We're interested in facilitating a self- )
perception among staff that they're educational leaders. - |
If we support this concept, then provisions for use of : ‘
personal values and percepticns must be allowed in “he
decision-making process. i

The relationship among the categories must be considered.
For example, you have to consider the political feasibility
along with personal desires and needs of clientele in making
a specific decision about programming with a disadvantaged
group. The categories can be viewed as constraining and
driving forces interacting against one another in a decision-
making process. The third way of viewing the use of these
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categories is as M"screens" at which point a decision mar be
made to go or not to go with a specific program because
of a judgment based on criteria within one of the ca’egories.

SOURCE Boyle, Patrick G. "Criteria for Program Priorities."
Paper presented at a conference of Extensior. Home
Economists Program Leaders, Washington, D.(., November,
1972.
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1.5 DEVELOPMENTAL EVALUATION

Development of curriculum packages and prototype programs.

Both the original design and the design as implemented
must be carefully evaluated with immediate feedback into the
design.

Particularily useful to those developing pilot programs

or packaged curriculua. However, also important in evaluating
*he "first run" of a program that will be repeated many

times.

Determine the purposes of evaluation and hov evaluation
fits into the total development process.

The first example described below comes from elementary

ard secondary education (Individually Prescribed Instruction
Program [IPI] of the University of Pittsburgh Learning
Research and Development Center). The second comes from

the Canadian NewStart adult education program.

IPI FORMATIVE Formative evaluation is the coﬁtinual
EVALUATION evaluation of all elements of a
developing educational program as

an aid to the development process. It's concerned with this
basic question: How can every element and operation in the
program be examined so it contributes to its improvement?

It has four sub-questions:
1. What goals should the program achieve?
2. What is the plan for achieving these goals?

3. Does the operating progran represent a true implementa-
tion of the plan?

4, Does the program, when developed and put into operation,
achieve the desired goals?

The four questions identify sequential steps in planning and
developing a program. They must not only be examined in the
evaluation, but also in relation to one another.

Questions like the following are examined within the four
steps.
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Plan of
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fire the statements actually goals?

Are the stated objectives the real goals of the
program?

Are the goals worthwhile?
Are the goals attainable?

the Program

4.

Program

4
Does the plan give promise of contributing to the
achievement of the goals?
Is the plan developed in sufficient detail?

Will the plans and procedures be easily understood
by the people who are to put them into operation?

Is it probable that the plan can be carried out?

Uperation

1.

What are the specific points to observe in
operation analysis? According to the plan, what
should the students be doing? What should the
teachers be doing? What other personnel are
involved and what observations should be made of
their activities?

Are the activities actually being carried out
according to the plan?

How can the operation be made to correspond more
closely to the plan?

1
Does a study of the actual operation suggest any
modifications in the plan? The feasibility and
effectiveness of a plan can only be determined
after it has been studied in operation.

Assessment of Results

1.

2.

3.

Do plans provide for assessing results?

Are the assessment procedures reliable?

Is the total evaluation process comprehensive
enough to provide the needed total picture of the
program results?
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4, What are the implications of the results for
modifying the program?

Formative evaiuation ensures that each step in program
development is done with care and assesses the quality at each
step. Weaknesses discovered at any step have implications
for modifying the proceeding level. Feedback is essential
in formative evaluation.

e

IPI evaluation also includes:

Individual Pupil Monitoring. The regular and systematic
evaluation of student achievement for adapting instruction
to individual needs.

Summative Evaluation. The evaluation of the results produced
by an educational program for purposes of making judgments
concerning its value.

SOURCE: Lindvall, C. M., and Richard Cox. The IPI Evaluation
Program. AERA Monograph Series on Curriculum
Evaluation. Chicago: Rand McNally & Company,

1870.
NEWSTART EVAL- The primary purposes' for developing
UATION SYSTEM an evaluation system are: (1) to

get information required so that
course developers can make appropriate decisions to accept,
| modify, or reject developed components and concepts (formative
| evaluation), (2) to get information that's required for
3 dissemination activities (summative evaluation), and (3) to
| get information that will help the users in the installation
of developed and tested course packages.

The general scope of evaluation is indicated by: topic
L areas where decisions are made, type of data base used in
“ the decision, source of the data for the decision, and
time of the decision.

Areas Where Decisions Made. Decisions are made about
policy, level of intervention, type of intervention, areas
and agencies of intervention, dissemination practices,
organizational structure, methods and systems of evaluation
and measurement, theory and models, training methods,
student progress, coach characteristics (ability, training,
personality, style), course/curriculum content, and so on.

Data Base. The ty}e of data base on which these decisions
are based can be divided into data from the implementers of
interventions including such things as objectives of agencies;

o R A




-

92

..

social pressures. personal values, and prejudices of policy
makers; professional judgments and opinions; priorities and
standards; etc.; and data from the people reoceiving the
intervention including such things as attitude and per-
sonality measurement, statistical results (descriptive
statistics, dirfference tests, measures of association, etc.),
standardized tests, skill levels of students, student employ-
ment rates and incomes, demographic statistics on students
and potential students, and so ou.

Source of the Data. Is similar to the data base, but involves
more detail about the people on which the data are gathered,
for example, funders, support organizations, communities,
user agencies, present and potential students or clients,
outside professionals and ¢onsultants, outside evaluators,
project personnel (management, development, training, research,
and support staff), and sometimes even abstract logical and
rational considerations.

Time of the Decision. This can range from very early
policy decisions through the various stages of development
of an intervention or program to decisions about where to
implement programs. All of these aspects of the decision
evaluation process must be considered in formulating a,
complete evaluation system.

Formative/summative evaluation integrates different methods
into a totzl research study: direct observations create a
global picture, surveys and standardized tests supply objective
data to identify individual and group difterences, case
studies offer a connected sequence of events to help deter-
mine and explain individual and group changes, the experiment
provides a controlled test of the effectiveness of spacific
variables, and the overall research evaluation design provides
for an interweaving of the various methods.

A more specific modeling of the activity of evaluétion
includes:

1. Determine decision areas--both decisions that
must be made and those that already have been made.

2. Determine who the decision makers are.

3. Determine information requirements--vhat information
is r2quired by when.

4. Determine methodology--source of data, instruments,
how obtain, how process, how report.

5. Prepare detatled procedurec.

6. Get approval of component devela’pment.-
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, The model charts: (1) the kinds of evaluation

t information needed, (2) the stage where the information has
primary or secondary use, and (3) the type of information--
whether it's logical analysis, professional judgment, opinions,
etc., or whether it's gained from emplrlcal trials and measure=-
t ment of effects on students. .

1.

. The following questions illustrate the kinds of information
| needed:

How effective or efficient is the master or prime
instructional strategy (individual preseciibed
instruction, group process)?

How closely does the developed course reflect the
concept expressed in the.outline design specification?

How closely does the developed course fit the parameters
and bounds described in the outline design specifica-
tion?

How valid and complete is the course content?

How closely do the instructional objectives meet the
stated criteria?

How realistic are the stated student entry char-
acteristics?

" Lesson plans/curriculum guide and associated methods

and materials:
a, How closely do they meet the stated criteria?

b. How closely do they result in student achievement
of the instructional objectives?

¢. How effective and efficient is the student-
instructor organization (specialist, coaches,
one coach per group)?

d. What additional or alternative methods or materials
exist for achieving the instructional objectives?

e. How effective and efficient is the student-coach
ratio?
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8. What's the optimal sequence in each course and between -
asscciated courses?

9, What effect does group composition have on outcnmes?

10. To what extent do the students achieve the instructional
and course objectives? !

1l1. To what extent do the students retain and apply the
skills, knowledge, and attitudes learned?

12, How compatible are the instructional staff behaviors
with the course objectives? -

13. How appropriate are the standardized tests used for
the student population?

14. How well do the administrative and support systems
meet the needs of the potential users of the course
-package?

SOURCE: Lamrock, A. L., A. D. Smith, and P. W. Warren.

T "Evaluation: Its Scope and {ystems for Evaluation
Development." Paper prepared for Meeting of -’
Research Directors -of NewStart Corporation,
Ottawa, Canada, March 29-31, 1973%,
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1.6 MATERIALS EVALUATION

Evaluation of new curriculum guides and audio-visual materials.

Decisions among materials should be made using a firm set
of criteria and an orderly process.

Used whenever you're selecting a packaged curriculum or an
aid to use in a program.

Determine the qualities needed in the itam and the range
of available products that may meet the need.

Although data gotten through questionnaires and interviews
with teachers and students who are using the material is
important input into the judgment, this approach depends
primarily on professional judgment. Using a model of some
type helps you identify the key aspects where comparisons
must be made and avoid being swayed by highly motivating
aspects of a particular program.

"Trade-offs' must be considered carefully. A program
may be strong in one area and weak in another. How does
this compare with a second program that has different
strengths and weaknesses? Which will you trade for the
other?

Here are two examples of approaches to materials evaliation.

One deals with it as a process. The other outlines and
weighs criteria to be applied,

TRADE-OFF AND . One approach outlines the following
COMPARATIVE COST activities:
APPROACH

1. Deseribe the product to be evaluated as completely as
possible. Description includes such things as intended
. use, length, time involved in using, who the potential
customers are.

2. Evaluate the goals of the product. Are the goals
appropriate?

3. Clarify the point of entry of the evaluator. Which
decisions are irreversible? Which can be influenced
by the evaluator?

4, Determine the kinds of trade-offe involved. What other
ways are there of attaining the same goals? What's
- given up by accepting this particular product?
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S. Compare costs of the product with costs of other
alternatives. The comparison includes costs involved
in handling, storing, repairing, and using as well
as original cost of purchase.

6. Make an intrinsic (secondary) evaluation. Such
cvaluation might include technical quality, content
evaluation, use of the uniqueness of the medium,
feasibility of use.

7. Make an outcome (primary) evaluation. Such evaluation
might include learning rate and knowledge acquisition
and retention.

8. Form judgmente and recommendations. Recommendations
based on the judgments may need to be specifically
directed to potential purchasers, producers, and
funders.

9. Stipulate eircumetances that might modify the con-
clusions.

10. Evaluate the evaluator. What might his biases be?

What was over-emphasized? What was left out or.
given inadequate attention during the evaluation?

SOURCE: Glass, Gene V. "Educational Product Evaluation:
A Prototype Format Applied-" Educational
Researcher, I (January, 1972), 7-10.

WEIGHTED CRITERIA . This technique calculates the
APPROACH cost-effectiveness of alternative
curriculum materials by a detailed
breakdown and analysis of their components, quality, and
cost. The model includes the following components and
weights:
1. Coverage (50).
A. National, state, and college standards (30).
B. Qualitative comparison with standard materials (20).
1. Scope (4).
2. Detail (4).
3. Accuracy (4).
4,” Clarity (4).

5. Logic of sequence (4).

4nab won b B b 1 o 1o
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1I. Appropriatenecss (50).
A. Utility (10)-~type of jcb preparation.
B. Difficulty (10)--for teacher, for student.
C. Suitability of media to material (10).
D. Suitability of media to student needs (10).

1. Direction (5).

2. Structure (5).
III. Motivational Effectivenecss (50).
A. Teacher (20).
1. Stimulation (6).
‘2. Perceived utility (8).
3. Demand level (6).
B. Student (30)
1. Stimulation (h);
2. Perceived utility (10).
3. Cultural relevance (14).
4. Demand level (2).
IV. Cost (50).
A. Dollar cost (30).
B. Time cost (20).
1. Student (10).
- 2. Teacher (10).
When two or more alternative materials are being explored,
the weights would be used in computing scores for each of the
alternatives. The score would range from 0 to 200. However,

in addition to comparing the total score, sub-ratings should
also be considered.

SOURCE: Crane, Peter, and Clark C. Abt. "A Model for
Curriculum Evaluation." Educational '
Technology, 1X (October, 1969), 17-25. :
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1.7 PARTICIPANT REACTION APPROACHES

Adult education and extension.

A variety of techniques including steering committees,
analysis of attendance and re-enrollment records, and
and end-of-session reaction forms are used to get
participant reactions to programs.

The information is used to modify programs to make them
more attractive and valuable to participants.

Identify what you want participants to react to.

Almost every programmer has his own approach to examining
participant reaction. Rather than presenting any one
model, an overview of the approach will be given. There
are two general approaches to getting reactions. In the
first and most commonly used approach, the programmer
specifies what he wants information abciat. In the second,
he uses an open-ended approach and gets the participant to
comment on what the participant sees as most important
in terms of how he reacts to a program.

When the programmer sets the parameters on what will be
reacted to, he usually concentrates on one or more of the

.following:

1. Content: newness, clarity, relevance, and importance.

2. Format: timing, adequate involvement, interest
holding, ease of learning, understanding what's
expected, and suitability of techniques and approaches
used.

3. Facilities: location of meeting, room arrangement
(see, hear, etc.), and auxiliary resources (meals,
etc.).

4, Teacher's Performance: style of teaching, organization,

ability to relate well to participants, hindering
mannerisms, ability to communicate, skill in involving
others, etc.

5. Perception of Value: what was learned, what
will be used, how important or useful,
was it worth the time to attend, were objectives met,
were expectations met, did it satisfy the need, and
were underlying assumptions sound?

" AR i e e
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6. Follow-Up and Suggestions for Future Programs:
what more is needed on thia subject, and what other
programs are needed?

7. Variation in Reactions According to Sel-~t2d Characteristics:
experience, position, age, educat’ . first~timers,

etc.

When participants are left to react to programs without
any structured guidance, they'll respond either in terms of
what bothers them or in terms of what they think they should
say. It's useful sometimes to ask how they describe a "geood"
program and then ask them to rate the program on those
characteristics. Often the major points that concern them
are: (1) the value, practicality, and use of what they get
from the program; (2) how participation makes them feel
(motivated to do something, happy and worthwhile, etc.);
and (3) extent to which their interest is held. Details
in terms of content, performance, etc., are important only
to the extent that they affect how the adult enjoys participat-

ing and his feeling of getting something worthwhile from
that participation.

Systematically exploring participant reactions is especially
important when you:

1. Are doing something new--new clientele, new content
area, or nevr teaching approach. Getting kinds of
feedback that will help you determine how to sdapt
and adjust the new becomes important.

2. Know your clientele so well that you take them for
granted.

3. Have an uneasy feeling that things aren't going as

well as they should, but you can't really put your
finger on why.

4. Are doing something that you feel is especially
important and want to know how others react.

5. Are doing something that ycu expect will be particularly
difficult, conflict producing, valuable to some but

not to others, etc., and you need to see how the total
group reacts.

6. Know there's & split in feeling, but don't know the
numbers or relative strengths involved.

7. Will be using the same resource people again and
need evidence in hand to discuss changes in their
contributions with them.
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Although we're usually curious about how people react to
rograms, just getting reactions is of little value unless
you're willing to listen to what's being said and use
participant reactions in making further decisions.

Steele, Sara M. "Exploring Participants Views of Programs."

Material prepared for students in a course on Evaluation
in Extension, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Spring,

1972.

Steele, Sara M. '"Determining the Quality, Importance and
Suitability of Programs." Madison, Wisconsin: University
of Wisconsin, Department of Agricultural and Extension
Education, 1970.

Kropp, Russell P., and Coolie Verner. "An Attitude-Scale
Technique for Evaluating Meetings." Adult Educationm,

VII (Summer, 1957){£2l2-15.

Knowles, Malcolm.S. The Modern Practice of Adult Education.
New York: Association Press, 1970, pp. 231-33.

Axford, Roger N. Adult Education: The Open Door.
Scranton, Pennsylvania: International Textbook

Company, 1369, pp. 195-204.
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GROUP 2
EVALUATION OF PROGRAM PARTS

OVERVIEW:
What specific parts of a program should be evaluated? How do parts
relate to one another and form systems? How do systems affect programs? !
Another way of patterning models for evaluation is to examine the program
EAY system and identify its key parts. This group of approaches provides a

wide range of ways in which the program system can be examined.

|
1
! EXAMPLES INCLUDED:
|

e An execution-impact approach for social policy makers to use in
examining a program as a means of carrying out social policy.

| e A framework developed through analyzing adult education and select-
ing actual components.

e & group of managerial systems.

@ A group of soclo-organisational approaches that emphasize human
i elements.

GENERAL ADVAN...3ES:

e Programs are made up of things, activities, and people. Evaluation
frameworks that identify the key elements, parts of & program, and
their relationships are important in addition to frameworks that
deal with stages and processes.

Although the models differ in terms of what key elements they're
talking about, all illustrate procedures in using a systems approach
to evaluation.

GENERAL CAUTIONS:

e It's easier to analyze a system into its component parts than ‘it
I is to put it back together again and evaluate the effectiveness
! : of the relationships among the parts.

Artab rear

3 @ Success rests with iderti®ying the most crucial from among the
;! many diverse elements in a pr:ram.
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2.1 EXECUTION-IMPACT APPROACH

ORIGIN Social science research.

ESSENCE The two major elements of this approach are assegssment of
execution (finding out if the plan was carried out as it
was expected to be carried out) and asseasment of the
impaet of the program (what results it did produce). :

USE Although directed to social policy makers, it may be
particularly helpful in examining programs carried out
by many individuals or units working autonomously at
different progiam locations.

T

1 STARTING Review the program plan.
POINT
DESCRIPTION This approach is included in a description of how social

science research can help social policy makers. The evaluation
framework is part of a total framework that also calls for
contributions of social research to the planning of the
program. The need for good planning and careful design as

a requisite for expecting to find much impact is an important
aspect of ths total model. In evaluation, the policy maker
seeks to determine whether: ‘

1. The program was .carried out according to prescriptious
set forth in the planning and development stages.

2. It worked.

compared with alternative means of achieving the
same objective.

The evaluation section of the framework is concerned with

' 3. The expenditure of resources has been efficient ‘
execution and impact.

Assessment of the Execution. This includes:

1. Determining whether the program has been directed
at the appropriate target population. Eligibility
criteria should be clearly stated and the program
kept from bowing to pressures and diverting from
the target clientele.

2. Keeping records on who's being served. This record
| keeping must not interfere with program operation
or be an undue burden on resources.
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3. Examining the extent to which the needs of the population
are met.

4. Determining how well its actual operation conforms to
" the plan for the program. This may involve examining
the effect of various styles programmers use in carry-

ing out the same program activities.

5. Examining programs through direct observation by means
of field studies.

Assessment of the execution of a program is an administra-
tive task. 1t ensures that the program that's being teszed
dctually was carried out as expected. It provides data for
better preparing others to carry out similar programs.

Assessment of the Impact. Examines efficacy and efficiency.

Efficacy. Determines whether the input changed the target
group or environment in the direction expected, and whether
such a change would occur again if the program were repeated.

Efficiency. Refers to the improvement in terms of some
measure of unit cost. Time, reduced need, and other similar
factors may be used in calculating efficiency as well as
monetary units. .

When two programs or approaches to programs are being
compared and both look equally effective, efficiency is a
crucial determining factor.

Freeman, Howard E., and Clarence C. Sherwood. Social
Research and Sacial Policy. Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1970.
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2.2 ACTUAL COMPONENT APPROACH

Analysis of adult basic education (ABE) programs nationwide.

Evaluation is focused on: staffing, recruitment, collabora-
tion, in-service education, goals, instruction, and the re-
lationship among them. Each is seen as having inputs, pro-
cesses, and outcomes. Intended practice for each component
is compared with current practice to identify gaps for pro-
gram improvement.

Particularly useful in identifying crucial programming
elements and monitoring and strengthening their functioning.

List the components of a program that are seen as crucial
to the functioning of the program. Set the criteria for
selecting those that will be evaluated.

Two criteria were used in selecting the six components.
Hore components can be added if desired. These six were
selected because: (1) they showed ways ABE program people
interacted interdepeiidently to make the program function
and (2) program people were most concerned about them.

Detailed guides were developed for getting information
on intent. Current practice is determined through question-
naires developed for administrators, teachers, students,
and co-sponsors as well as classroom observation forms.

Analyzing incongruities between intent and reported
practice, the evaluation approach systematically examines
qualitative differences in program expectations of ad-
ministrators and supervisors, teachers, students, and
among these three groups. Analysis of these data pinpoint
real and potential trouble spots. Intent is also compared
with current practice for each component and discrepancies
in expectations among individuals and groups are identified.

Each of the six components is examined in terms of inputs,
process, and outcomes. Specific aspects of the six compon-
ents that were identified for examination are listed nere.

Component
for Examination Inputs Processes Outcomes
Staffing Administrative Searching Characteristics

time Selecting Competence

Budget Placing

allocations

Selection

criteria

bR R it




Component

for Examination Inputs

|
!

Reeruit-
ment

Collabora-
tion

In-gervice
education

Goal
setiing

Instruction

The components are closely interrelated.

Administrative
time

Budget
allocations

Target
population

Administrative
time

Money

Time

Number of
staff

Legal mandates

Staffing
Recruitment
Collaboration
In-service
education
Goal setting

Processes

People involved
Methods used

Working
relationships

Methods used

Deciding on
priorities

Teaching-
learning
transaction

‘Individualiza-

tion
Materials
used

105

Outcomes

Numbers
Characteristics
Interest

Recruitment
Allies
Facilities

Competence

Objectives
Criteria

Persistence
Achievement

Further education

Occupational
development

Relationship is

most apparent when the outcome of one component is a major
input into another component such as when the outcome of
recruitment is the number and characteristics of students--

an important input into instruction.
is instruction.

into instruction.

This evaluation approach:

The central component
The other five components all are inputs

1. Is designed to help people compare what they're doing
with what they want to be doing as a basis for making
changes, so the results will be more satisfactory.

2. 1Is based on a naturalistic systems model in which
evaluation activities are part of the feedback that
facilitates a more effective relationship between
inputs, processes, and outcomes to encourage ongoing
organizational development.
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3. 1Is organized to: (a) focus on an initial set of
program components of concern to practitioners,
(b) allow for the selection and modification
of data collection instruments, and (c) facilitate
the use of those instruments and procedures as 1
examples in preparing evaluation materials for
additional components.

4, Combines intermal evaluation for familiarity and
commitment to use results, with external evaluation
for impartiality and awareness of outside resources
and standards.

5. Includes procedures to incorporate current evaluation
activities and data--such as enrollment, achievement,
and financial reports to the state--and attendance
repcrts that are so often used as indicators of
teacher effectiveness.

6. Contains explanations of procedures designed to
encourage people to participate in the evaluation
activities and to use the results for program
improvement. -

7. Contains items that might be adapted for an exclusively
external evaluation, even though it wasn't designed
for this purpose.

Knox, Alan, Jack Mezirow, and Gordon Darkenwald. Evaluating
Adult Basic Education: A Strategy and a Manual. New
York: Columbia University, Teachers College, Lenter Ffor
Adult Education, 1973 [pre-publication draft].
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2.3 MANAGERIAL SYSTEMS

Industry and the military.

Evaluation models drawn from management theory and practice
give greater emphasis to the role of management in successful
programming. They deal with system and interaction in the
system as they would in getting products produced in industry.

Particularly useful in more efficiently managing programs.

Analyze the system. Determine its components and their

relationships.

L 3

Administrative decisions are made on the basis of the
judgment of the administrator and/or his consultant. Previous
experience and a logical mind play a Xey role in these
decisions. They are often instant and static. Managerial
decision making is also based on the judgment, experience,
and logical mind of the decision maker, but is guided by
data that ars systematically collected and analyzed.

Management is the process of planning, operation control,
supervision, and prc¢iuction engineering in which the decisions
are data based. Two of the broad purposes for evaluation
interface with the management concept:

1. To provide quantitative information or systematically
collected data for consideration in decisions leading
to the better conduct of an operation or to increase
functional utility of a product under development.

2. To provide information or systematically collected
data for consideration in decisions dealing with the

adoption or support of a product or activity.

There are many relevant frameworks in managerial science
and operations research. A few have been included as examples
to indicate how systems are analyzed and how such analysis

is used.

PROGRAM EVALUATION This technique, often known by its
AND REVIEW key initials PERT, involves a process

TECHNIQUE (PERT) by which:

1. Projects are broken into specific task components.

2. Specific tasks are graphically presented so that
sequence and interface are clearly identified.

it AR SeE k1 e )
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3. Responsibility for completing each task is clearly
established.

4. Time estimations and deadlines are established.
5. Key steps and pivotal activities are identified.

The tasks, relationships, people responsible, and dead-
lines are diagrammed in flow chart form. Diagrams may be
simple straight lines if only sequential relationships
exist. However, most involve branching to show the sub-
activities and other related activities. A flow chart is
developed by starting with the deadline for the completed
task and then working backward until all of the tasks have
been charted. Three items are usually indicated:
optimistic (0) time of completion, most likely time (M),
and pessimistic (P) time.

The following criteria help in deciding whether to use PERT:

1. Does a specified objective exist? Can the accomplishment
of this objective be determined?

2. Must some schedule date or deadline be met?

3. What's the degree of project complexity? As the
complexity of a project increases, the need for PERT
grows.

4. Does a degree of uncertainty exist about the definition
of some of the program elements? It may be particulurly
helpful in complex situations; it's less apt to be
needed in routine and standardized situations.

SOURCES: Roman, Daniel D. "The PERT System: An Appraisal
of Program Evaluation Review Technique." In
Program Evaluation in the Health Fields,
Herbert C. Schulberg, Alan Sheldon, and Frank
Baker, eds. New York: Behavioral Publications,
InC., 1969, Pp. 243-53.

Ryden, Einar R. "PERT? What Is It?" Keeping
Current, Washington, D.C.: Federal Extension
Service-U. S. Department of Agriculture, March, 1967.

Cook, Desmond L. Program Evaluation and Review
Teohnique: Appliecation in Education. Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1966.




gl inputs that affect the process, and instrumental or control

‘ process itself.

ORGANIZATION AS This approach suggests that managerial
f A TOTAL SYSTEM technology can be best used when the
k organization has been designed as a
i total system. The whole needs to be analyzed into its com-
ponent parts.

Organization Is a Process with Inputs and Outputs. 1In
business, the input is resources and the output is economic
welfare.

Management Represents the Control or Feedback Mechanism.
Given an expected output, the actual output is measured
against it and, if a difference exists, a problem is indicated.

The management or control unit is separated into a series
of parts to provide adaptive capability. One type of adaptive
capability is the ability to change inputs to maintain the
expected output.

The adaptor unit within the control system has an input
analyzer (for example, market analysis) that indicates change
and an identifier that indicates the state of the organization
or any of its subprocesses at a given time (extent to which
resources are presently fully used).

Both the input analyzer and ‘the identifier feed information
to the decision maker. He applies a set of rules that enables
management to make decisions about changes in input, output,
and/or process to adapt to changing needs and conditions.

The organization is apt to have several major subprocesses.
In industry, they include marketing, production, finance, and
personnel. Each has its own adaptor. Each is sensitive
to and reacts to both the other subprocesses and external
stimuli.

Learning capability in the form of a designer is added to the
adaptive system. The learning capability is the ability of
.. .System to redesign itself and learn from past mistakes to
improve system performance.

The design process includes: (1) the originating problem,
(2) a model, (3) specifications, (%) pilot simulation
studies, and (5) field operations. The model includes the
following elements: input, output, process, system logic,
and information requirements.

Inputs are of three kinds: the input that enters the
system and on which rhe process is to operate, environmental

inputs that modify the operation of the process or the
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Design criteria are rules used to evaluate the acceptability
of designs. The most widely used are measurability, feasibility,
optimality, reliability, and stability. Measurability is the
system's ability to evaluate its performance. Feasibility
indicates whether the model will operate as planned. All parts
of the system must be integrated and mutually consistent for
feasibility to occur. Optimality is concerned with the best
choice. However, the optimal choice may not be feasible.
Something that will work comes first and then optimality is

dealt with.

SOURCE: Young, Stanley. "Organization As a Total System."
In Emerging Pc ;terme of Adminigtrative Accountability,
Lesley H. Browder, Jr., ed. Berkeley, California:
McCutcha: Publishing Corporation, 1971, pp. 31i1-30.

MACRO SYSTEM Evaluation is defined as the process
MODEL of first identifying and then quantifying
the relationships between student in-
puts and educational outputs, given a constant financial input and
controlling for effects of external systems.

Student Inputs. Refer to the nature and characteristics
of the students entering the program to be evaluated.

Educational Outputs. Include (1) changes in students as
a result of the program and (2) impact of the program on home,
community, other programs, etc.

Financial Inputs. Refer to the financial resources avail-
able to carry out the program.

Mediating Factors. Are the descriptive characteristics
(personnel, organization, instructional design) of the way
the financial inputs are used in the program in combination
with the student inputs.

External Systems. Mean the social, political, legal,
economic, and other systems outside of the school, formal and
informal, that encompass the program, have impact on it, and
are in turn modified by the outputs of the program.

The model is pictured with student and financial inputs
entering the system, being exposed to the mediating factors
and then exiting as student and other outputs. This occurs
within the context of the effects of external systems.

Student outputs are seen as more than scores of students
on academic achievement tests. They include changes in
attitude and practice and the students ability to deal with
real-life situations.
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The changes that occur through education have social,
political, and economic implications. The very nature
of the external systems is altered by changes in student
outputs.

SOURCE: Alkin, Marvin C. Towarde an Evaluation Model:
A Systems Approach. Working Paper No. 4.
Los Angeles: University of California, Center
for the Study of Evaluation of Instructional
Programs, August, 1967. !

SYSTEM APPROACH System 2nalysis is a process, a
IO GOAL SETTING rational mode of approaching complex
problems, a tool that helps in sound
cdecision making. Developed to help administrators better
relate the systems approach to program budgeting, the frame-
wWwork has the following main parts:

1. Systems definition, structure, and design.

2. System design process.

3. Defining the boundaries of the system and identifying
how those within the system judge the performiance of
that system.

| 4. Need fér goal integration and method to obtain it.
{ 5. Goal-setting process.
Key ideas within the parts include:

Systems Definition, Structure, and Desian. A system is
defined as a set of elements whose relationships are designed
; to accomplish a desired goal. This particular framework

. deals with the school system. Tne elements of the schocl

_ system are identified as: philosophy, goals, objectives;
; ~ imputs and/or resources; cutpute; the ewiromment; the programs;
f the agents, decigion makers, and management; and measures
of effeetivencss.

Programg are defined as the processes by which inputs are 5
converted into outputs. ‘'In the school context, programs are .
the alternative types of curriculum that could be devised
to achieve the objectives. Programs can also be broken 5
down into activities, projects, components, and/or elements. !

The element of agents, decision makers, and management
stresses the role of people in management. A management
system is an organization and as such involves agents and
decision makers that make it work. It's important in system
analysis to account for all the decision makers across or-
ganizational boundaries who contribute to the performance of
a particular function.

i
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System Design Process. System design is a priblem-solving
process starting with the needs of the client. Needs are
translated into specific goals and objectives that are ex-
pressed in terms of measures of effectiveness. These measures
serve as standards of achievement against which the results
of alternative courses of action can be compared. The
evaluation of outcomes will be made in the context of a value
model that represents the relationship among the important
variables of the system. Results will be compared to the

»iginal design and a new level set dependent on the degree
of success or failure achieved.

Defining the Boundaries of the System. Education means
different things to different people. Teachers and parents
may not have the same perceptions. Actors within the system
who hold expectation about the system include: teach vs,
non-teachers, parents, students, community, nation, ana
university and higher education. Decisions are affected by
how administrators set boundaries for inclusion or exclusion
of people with concerns about education. Conflicts often occur.
For example, teacliers may be concerned with "best" education,
while taxpayers want average education commensurate with

reasonable taxes.

Goal Integration. The administrator must get general
agreement on the general philosophy and broad goals from
all the groups in the system. The goals and objectives, and
the ability to attain them, are influenced continucusly by
the contraints on the system which, in turn, is influenced
by the cultural environment it operates in.

Goal-Setting Process. The goal-setting process starts
with a statement of general philosophy or mission, then
moves through general goals, subgoals, and objectives. To
be useful an objective must be (1) quantifiable or ob-
servable, {2) definite, (3) measurable, (4) obtainable, and
(5) in conformation with the organization's goals.

SOURCE: Van Gigch, John P., and Richard E. Hill. Using
Systems Analysis to Implement Cost Effectiveness
and Program Budgeting in Education. Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: TClucational Technology
Publications, 1971.

PROGRAM CONTACT A system approach is a managerial
SYSTEM effort taken to inmitiate an operational
program that's designed specifically
to generate a smooth, effective, and efficient flow of infor-
mation from those providing it to those in need of it for
decision-making purposes.
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Within the Extension program planning format, the system
approach includes a structure, an interacting complex of
Extension and research pecple, facilities, and procedures
designed to generate an orderly flow of pertinent informa-
tion for dissemination and use as the basis for decision
makirg in specified responsibility areas. This information
is collected from both intra- and extra-program sources.

The increasing volume of information flowing from
university research units is likely to continue. If Extension
is to realize its mission of extending university knowledge
off campus, programs must be planned and organized to
accommodate and facilitate this increased flow. Information
must first be evaluated to see that it's: (1) suitable to the
audience's needs, (2) sufficient in quantity and quality to
help in problem solving, and (3) provided in time for the
recipient to use it.

The following nrogramming system is proposed:

Phise I--Program Formulation. Includes: (1) information
external to the specific program, (2) research needs according
to established priorities and tempered by current research
capabilities, and (3) stored information awaiting the
activation of a new program. In the beginning stages, program
formulation may only consist of assembling a series of ideas,
concepts, and policies.

Phase II--Decision Phase. This phase is made up of four
subphases: (1) program development, (2) program strategy,
(3) program dissemination strategy, and (4) program promotion
strategy.. Program development involves explicit recognition
of audience characteristics and needs and consideration of
alternatiye program approaches that will increase effective-
ness. Program strategies consider the socioeconomic and
institutional environments and restraints.

Dissemination strategy necessitates the study of: (1) exist-

ing channels of information distribution, (2) types of in-
formational outlets, (3) size and general characteristics of
the setting clients live in, and (4) capabilities of the
disseminators. Promotional str-ategy includes media efforts
to precede, accompany, and follow the program. All of the
strategies would be combined into one workable package.

Phase III-~Execution Phase.

Phase IV--Evaluation of Program Results. This must be a
joint effort between researchers (source of information that's
disseminated) and extendors. Historically research personnel
have had no way of determining: (1) if their efforts proved
of practical importznce; (2) if their knowledge was extended

T P AT
e M, i A




114

in a timely and efficient manner, (3) if their "laboratory
findings" were valid (or invalid) in general application,
and (4) if a redirection of their efforts or of those of
Extension personnel were warranted.

SOURCE: Duft, Ken D. "Systems Planning for Extension.”
Journal of Cooperative Extension, VII (Fall,
1969), 168-78.

MANAGEMENT Cooperative Extension adopted a
INFORMATION nationwide management information
SYSTEMS (SEMIS) system a few years ago. The system

plays a dual role in the conduct of

. Extension programs.

SEMIS (State Extension Management Information System) consists
of planning, activity reporting, and some type of evaluation.
One part of SEMIS in absence of the other two is incomplete.
However, each part when analyzed may offer help in decision
making and/or resource allocation. When these data are used
together, they make a base for administrative and professional
decisions.

SEMIS provides the professional a system for categorizing planned
effort and for evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of
those efforts. The two roles aren't mutually exclusive, but
complement each other.

Each decision is based on the best information available,
whether it be hearsay, observations by untrained individuals,
or factual data collected through a formal system. Obviously,
the latter source of data is superior. Therefore, the
management function is concerned with the total efforts
planned or expended to accomplish a purpose and the benefits
derived from the Extension effort.

The data provided through a formal system such as SEMIS
are provided by each person who planned the program, carried out the
tasks, and evaluated the results of the work. He knows better
than anyone else what he did, when he did it, how he did it.
He also has the competency to evaluate its effectiveness.

SEMIS isn't designed nor is it capable of serving as a
substitute for professional judgment. It's a way of
recording and transmitting these judgmenzs. It provides
a means for categorizing planniug, activity reports, and
evaluation to be compatible with all other staff member's.
SEMIS provides two things: (1) a factual record of when, how,
where, and with whouw each activity was planned and conducted
and (2) the contributions the specific professional and his
activity made to the overall program.
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SOURCE: EMIS Data Definition Document, Fiscal Year 1974.
Washington, D.C.: Extension Service-USDA,
Extension Management Information System.

EVALUATING One approach to evaluating a decision
DECISION requires the construction of a decisiomn
MAKING matrix. The matrix consists of: (1) a
problem requiring a decision, (2) a list
of alternative decisions, and (3) a generic list of criteria
used to consider each alternative decision.

The generic list often contains items classified into various
types. Three classifications are: (1) technological--is the
solution workable with the available resources, (2) sociopsycho-
logical--is the solution likely to maintain morale, and (3)
ceonomie--does it f£it within the economic environment and policies
that affect that environment? The generic criteria must be
developed into specific operational criteria expressed in such
terms as resource load, results, and value of results.

The cells of the matrix are weighted as either positive,
negative, or neutral. Actual decision making is observed
and the number and types of cells actually used are noted.
For example, how many alternatives are considered? How many

and which criteria are used?

Adequate analysis takes into account both the final decision
itself and the strategy used.

SOURCE: Hesseling, P. Strategy of Evaluation Research.
The Netherlands: Royal Van Corcun Ltd.,
pp. 217-34, as cited in A Strategy for
Evaluation Design, Casper F. Paulson, Jr., ed.
Oregon State System of Higher Education, 1970,

section VII, pp. 22-24,

Lange, Robert R. "Evaluation As Management Methodology."

In A Strategy for Evaluation Design, Casper F. Paulson, Jr., ed.
Oregon State System of Higher Education, 1970, section VII.
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2.4 SOCIO~ORGANIZATIONAL SYSTEMS

Social science theory.

These models focus on the human rather than the non-human
components of programming. They're concerned with facilitating

changes that will improve programming.

Programs aren't done by machines. Success lies with the people
involved. Models that examine social and psychological dy-
namics give good information on how programs can be improved.

Identification of the human and social system elements that
are most relevant to the success of programs.

The quality of the program and the extent of its accomplish-
ments depends on the quality, organization, and capability
of the agency that offers it.

The purpose of evaluation isn't to prove but to improve
and to facilitate activities necessary for improvement.
Changes included in new programs and changes in old pragrams
that are recommended by evaluation reports have to be made
by people. Bringing about such changes needs as careful
planning as does the actual programming or its evaluation.
Change can be facilitated by evaluative processes that take
adequate advantage of the system and factions involved.

There are several social and social-psychological models
that might be adaptable to program evaluation. Attention
is just beginning to turn to these approaches and few of
them have been thoroughly adapted and tested. Three models
developed for other purposes are included as examples of types
of frameworks that have potential for evaluating and improving

programs.

SOCTA., SYSTEMS Although designed for analyzing a
MODELS social system, social systems
may have a good deal to contribute
to evaluating how an agency programs successfully. One of
the most widely known models is that proposed by Loomis.
It has three key kinds of ingredients: (1) elemants,
(2) processes, and (3) requisites for social astions.

Elements. Include ends or objectives, norms or standards,
facilities, power, rank, sanction, status roles, knowledge,

and attitudes.
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Processes. Include communications, socialization, in-
stitutionalization, boundary maintenance, systemic linkage,
and social control.

Requisites for Action. 1Include time, territoriality, and
space.

Although you may examine the same ingredients, the relation-
ships that are brought into focus in program evaluation may
be different. For example, prime attention would be given
to the elements of standards and norms and ends and objectives
as ~nvisioned by a social system (programming agency, govern-
mcaot bureau, or cliente group) with the relationship of power,
rank, sanction, and status and role examined in relation to
the other two elements. The effect of the social system
processes both on the program being evaluated and on the
evaluation need to be considered. For example, communication,
boundary maintenance, systemic linkage, social control, and
institutionalization may all affect both the program and its
evaluation.

SOURCE: Loomis, C. P. Social Systems: Essays on Their
Persistence and Changes. Princeton, New
L ) Jersey: Van Nostrand, 1560.

ORGANIZATIONAL When applied in evaluation, the

MODELS starting point isn't the mission and

- goal of the organization, but a working
model of a social unit that's capable of achieving a goal. It's
a model of a multifunctional unit and includes both the functions
direct to the program and the maintenance and support functions
essential to the system.

It deals with such questions as how close does the organiza-
tional allocations of resources approach an optimum distri-
bution under these conditions and with this mission? Either
a lack or an overabundance of resources in relation to given
thrusts may be dysfunctional.

It also concerns itself with feedback mechanisms.

SOURCES: Etizioni, Amitai. '"Two Approaches to Organizational
Analysis: A Critique and a Suggestion." In
Program Evaluation in the Health Fields, Herbert
C. Schulberg, Alan Sheldon, and Frank Baker, eds.
New York: Behavioral Publications, Inc., 1969,
pp. 101-20.

Schulberg, Herbert C., and Frank Baker. "Program

J : Evaluation Models and the Implementation of
Research Findings." In Program Evaluation in the
Health FPields, Herbert C. Schulberg, Alan Sheldon,
and Frank Baker, eds. New York: Behavioral

L Publications, Inc., 1969, pp. 562-72.
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MOTIVAYION Motivation helps to explain human
MODET behavior. In education, concern is
both with motivation within (pro-
fessional) and the motivation without (the layman or client).
In each instance there is imput, motivational processes,
and output.

Input. Input for :ioth the client and the professional
include: needs, goals, value systems, and abilities.

Output. For the client, it's participation and behavioral
change. Tor the professional, it includes effectiveness,
efficiency, integration, and morale.

Motivational Processes. These, which convert the input
into output, have been grouped into three categories:
organization, group integration, and personal. Organiza-
tion includes philoscphy, rewards, and training; group
integration includes goal setting, leadership, leaders/group
members relationships, and formal and informal groups.

Within personal is: achievement, recognition, communication,
.reébonsibility, and participation.

The model identifies evaluation criteria to be used.related
to the various processes. The following are selected examples:

Organization: Philosophy. Does the organization
recognize the existence of individual's subconscious motives
that influence actions? Does the organization strive toward
helping people develop adequate self-esteem by treating the
person as an individual? 1
|
|

Integration: Goal Setting. Are the goals clear, precise,
realistic, and internalized? Have individual goals been
established and are they in line with the organization's

—— goals of efficiency and effectiveness?

Integration: Formal and Informai Groups. Are the norms
and purposes of the informal group appropriate for accomplish-
ment of the organization's and individual goals?

Reward: Achievement. Is achievement and level of <
aspiration of the individual recognized as a vital aspect
of motivation? Does the organization provide outlets for
the individual's pride of accomplishment? |

SOURCE: Lewis, Robert B. "Motivation Model for Extension.”
Journal of Extension, X (Winter, 1972), 23-24.




GROUP 3

EvaLuaTion--KinNps oF DATA: Types oF ACTIVITIES

OVERVIEW:

What kinds of data do you deal with in evaluation? What types of

activities are involved? This group of approaches "model" the kinds of
data used in evaluation or the kinds of evaluative activities that can

be employed.

EXAMPLES INCLUDED: :

® The countenarce of evaluation identifies three major categories
of data about programs and four types of data that can be used
in forming conclusions.

e The system role model categorizes data in terms of program elements.

e The means-ends hierarchy shows how various kinds of common evaluative
data on process and results relate to each other.

e The when-to~-do-it-yourself continuum systematizes the kinds of
data-gathering activities usually carried on by program units and
suggests when the teacher-programmer may need to involve an expert.

GENERAL ADVANTAGES:

® Understanding kinds of data and data-gathering activities helps you
better understand evaluation.

© Such understanding also helps you be more selective in investing
resources in getting data and managing data activities more efficiently.

GENERAL CAUTIONS:

e Data always have to be related to the purpose of the evaluation.
There are many kinds of data that could be collected, but not
all of them are crucial to each evaluation.

e The average prograumer can't keep up on all types of data-gathering
techniques; therefore, knowing when to call for help and where to
turn is jmportant.
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3.1 COUNTENANCE OF EVALUATION

Public school education.

Evaluation data are categorized as being either descriptive--
intents and observations--or judgmental. Both descriptive

and judgmental data are gathered about antecedents, transactions,
and outcomes. Examining contingencies and eongruenciee

among the sets of data is an important part of evaluation.

Particularly helpful in understanding program dynamics
and in selecting the most crucial data for a particular
evaluative purpose.

Develop the rationale for evaluation. Why is it being done?
Who will use it? For what purpose?

Education is best improved through adequately dealing with
its complexity and dynamic nature. The components of the
program are parts of an interdependent system. An evaluation
model should identify the components of evaluation. Although
these components may in some cases be the same as program
components, the evaluation model considers them only as
they're a component of the evaluation. The evaluation should
focus on the parts of the program that will produce the most
program improvement for the evaluation dollar.

Educational evaluation has both an informal and formal side.
The informal includes rasual observations, implicit goals,
intuitive norms, and subjective judgments. The formal
includes check lists, structured visitation by peers, controlled
comparisons, and standai’dized testing. Neither gives full
accord to the dynamics of education.

Evaluation includes two acts--desoription and judgmert--

_both are essential. It seeks generalizations about education-

al practices. Even though an outside evaluator may be un-
willing to judge, he must include both judgmental and des-
criptive data in his work.

The kinds of data to be included are viewed in a matrix
(two-dimensional table) type of arrangement.

Horizontal Side. The horizontal side of the matrix
includes the three major categories of data to be examined:
antecedents, transactione, and outoomss. These are generic
labels that cover a variety of real-life items.

Antecedents. Are conditions existing before the teaching
that may affect the outcome. For example, the status of the
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student at the start--his past experience, aptitude, interest,
level of knowledge, and skill--is an important antecedent.

The term may be equatable with input if input encompasses stude t
and community inputs as well as the input of the educational
system.

Transactions. Are encounters of the student with teachers,
other students, authors of texts--the succession of engage-
ments that make up the process of education.

Outcomes. Are evidence of the impact of instruction on
students, teachers, and others; changes in abilities;
achievements, attitudes, and aspirations of students; wear
on the equipment; effect on the schoolj cost. Outcomes
include both those evident and existing at the end of the
sessiun and appiications, transfer, and relearning that
occur later. Outcomes are the consequences of educating--
immediate and long range, cognitive and connotative, personal
and community-wide.

Vertical Side. This dimension of the matrix describes the
two kinds of deseriptive data and the two kinds of judgmental
data that may be relevant to each of the horizontal categories.

Degertptive Data. Include:

Intents. Are descriptions of the planned-for environmental
conditions, the planned-for teaching methods and content
coverage, and intended student behavior. The collective
descriptions should provide a priority listing of all the e
things that are intended to happen. Emphasis is given to
what teaching as well as what learning is intended. Part
of the information comes from the rationale for the program.

Observations. Are descriptions of what actually did occur
related to the antecedents, transactions, and outcomes. This
category of data can include direct observations. It also
includes the realm of data about transactions and outcomes
secured through the nce of tests, check lists, and cther
instruments.

The two basic ways of using descriptive data are:
(1) looking for contingeneies among antecedents, transactions,

" and outcomes and (2) looking for aomgruecmcy between the

intended and the observed.

Exploring the degree of congruence between intended and
real (as measured and/or seen) and the contingencies between
the antecedents, transactions, and outcomes creates a much better
understanding of the effectiveness of plans and implementation.

—
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Judgmental Data. Two approaches are: (1) absolute
etandards as reflected by personal judgments and
(2) relative standards as reflected by characteristics of
alternative programs.

Absolute Standards. Indicate levels set for antecedents,
transactions, and outcomes. Data provide information on the
judgment of the extent to which the standards are met. This
evaluative activity involves identifying possible standards
and weighing or assigning relative importance to each set of
standards considering how much attention should be paid to each
reference group (students, curriculum experts, etc.).

Relative Standards. Are similar to absolute standards, but
use other programs as thez base of identification. The base
of comparison may be either the intended or the observational
data. In the first case, you're using judgments about the
program as it's planned. In the latter, you're using judgments
about the program as it was actually carried on. Both types
of standards may include several characteristics. As a result
of judging the program antecedents, transactions, a.d/or
outcomes, a composite rating of merit can be developed to use
in making further decisions.

Use of descriptive data helps you understand programs, but
unless some type of judgmental data is also used, conclusions
about worth and value aren't present and the evaluation hasn't

been completed.

Often only parts of the total countenance are used in a
specific evaluation. The framework aids in deciding what
categories and kind of information will be examined in the
evaluation. For example:

1. Is it to be primarily descriptive, primarily judgmental,
or both descriptive and judgmental?

2. 1Is it to emphasize the antecedent conditions, the
transactions, or only the outcomes; or a combination
of the threej; or their functional relationships?

3. 1Is the evaluation to emphasize congruence between
intended and observed?

4, 1s it to focus on one program or to compare two or
more programs?

5. Is it intended to help in deciding between programs
or to help in developing or improving a program?
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3.2 SYSTEM ROLE MODEL
Adult education.

Key components of the model are: context, inputs, process,
activity, outcome, judgment, and application of findings.

Particularly helpful in identifying the range of specific
data that might be examined about a program so that the most
relevant can be selected.

Describe the program as a system. Identify the roles played
within it. Determine the relationship of evaluiation to the
system and the roles.

The general purpose of evaluatrion is to improve the educational
program by facilitating judgments about its effective-
ness based on evidence. Programmers and administrators should
consider the following points as they design evaluation systems:

Evidence. Systematic and continuous program evaluation
procedures should provide more adequate evidence and improve
the soundness of judgment.

Benefits. The extensiveness of the evaluation procedures
depends on the importance of making sounder judgments.
There should be a balance between the costs of evaluation
and the benefiis received.

Frequency. The frequency with which evaluation data
is collected depends on the aspect of the program that
is being assessed and the anticipated use of the results.

Feedback. Evaluation's major function is providing
continuous internal feedback to enable adjustments in the
ongoing program.

Commitment. Those who are affected by the evaluation
should participate in the evaluation process so that the
likelihood of their using the results will be increased.

Objectivity. The outside evaluation specialist can help
to increase the objectivity and validity of evaluation
procedures.

Standards. Appropriate standards for comparison should
be established. Both the relative performance of similar
programs and absolute standards of excellence Should be
considered.
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Relevance. Data that are highly relevant to the intents
and objectives should be collected and analyzed.

Values. The process of making judgments should include,
in addition to data, appropriate values, consensus, and continuing

commitment .

The system role approach includes seven components that
are identified from system and role theory and the analysis of

. past research and evaluation. Each component has a specific

set of evaluative activities.

Context. An understanding of the setting in which the
program takes place and the influence of that setting on the
program. Examining the program rationale is an important
part of the setting. The rationale within which a continuing
education program is developed and evaluated has three parts:
history, current demands and constraints, and expectations
about future development.

Five related activities include examining the setting, deciding
on the most important evaluation emphasis, selecting evaluation
models and procedures, and identifying the context in which
the evaluation will occur.

Inputs. 1Include both what was intended and what actually
occurred. Participants, materials, teachers. and administra-
tors are all inputs into the program. Input characteristics
of participants include:

1. Biographical--age, sex, travel experience, work history.

2. Status--prestige, l¢ el of work, income level, level
of living.

3. Ability--performance on intelligence and aptitude tests.
4, Persoﬁality~-attitudes, self-concept.

5. Roles--present family situation, type of employment.

6. Needs~-~gaps between present and desired circumstances.

Categories of information suggested for materials evaluation
include:

l. Content goals~-what knowledge should be gained?

2. Performance goals--what should the learner be able to
do with what he has learned?

3. Teacher requirements-~what should the teacher know to
use materials?
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4, Participant expectations--what should learners want to
accomplish?

5. Community factors--characteristics of the community that
influence effectiveness of material.

6., Activity--description of the intended and the achieved
inputs into the programs.

Staff inpute should be considered in terms of roles--in-
structional, administrative, and support. Among characteristics
to be examined are subject-matter competence and ability to
relate to participants. Inputs that go beyond characteristics
are support inputs like amount of encouragement and in-service
education. Basic activities include determining the nature of
important inputs and then describing the quantity of these
inputs.

Examining inputs:
1. Makes it easier to plan to acquire the inputs.

2. Helps with the plarning of intended learning activities
and outcomes that- can be achieved, based on the .in-
tended inputs.

3. TrProvides the basis for interpreting tiie learning
activities and outcomes that actually occur.

Process. Description of ‘the intended and the achieved
transactions that bring together inputs to produce outcomes.
The heart of the program is the teaching-learning process.
Interactions in programming take place in four settings--
individual, temporary group (classes), organizational
(in-service), and community.

Intended processes are descriptions of the ways inputs
should interact to produce outcomes. The achieved processes
are those that actually occur. Plans are a major source of
the intended processes. Information on what actually occurs
can be gotten from analyzing interaction, using trained
observers, rating scales completed by students, etc.

Activity. One way of analyzing process is how well it
transforms resources to. maintain stability and stimulate
change. Examples of some of the things to be examined
include: goals and policy, program development, teacher
selection and supervision, learner selection, teaching-
learning transaction, learner support and advisement, support
staff selection, administrator selection, maintenance of
personnel, adaptation ana change, facilities and equipment,
materials, coordination and communication, financing.
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Outcoines. Vary from immediate stages that describe
direct changes in learner's knowledge, skills, or attitudes
tu more remote stages where outcomes are stated in terms of
benefits to the community. The key question is whether it's
reasonable to expect these inputs and transactions to produce
the intended outcomes. :

Major categories of outcomes include:

1. General impact--progress participants make, proportion
vwho complete, adequacy of progress.

2. Participant satisfaction-~do studerts feel they have
gotten enough?

3. Content mastery--test scores such as those on standard
equivalency exams.

4, Personality--~improved self-image and greater social
awareness.

5. Work related--increased income, higher employment rate,
reduction of welfare rolls.

Evaluative activities include describing the intended and
the achieved outcomes of the educational program. Major
sources of intended outcomes includ2 expectations of par-
ticipar.ts, teachers, administrators, and policy makers
associated with the program.

Comparison of intended outccmes and achieved outcomes
(descriptions of both) may indicate that adjustments should
be made t» raise achievement, to adjust expectations, or
both.

Judgments. Judgments about the extent the intended was
achieved in terms of inputs, process, and outcomes have
been made earlier as a part of analyzing the logical sound-

. ness of the program plan. Conclusion about needed changes

in activities or expectations or both should have been
formed.

The next stage in makj  judgments focuses on results.
It involves internal and ¢-ternal comparison. Internal
judgments involve the extent to which the actual inputs and .
processes contributed to the achievement of the outcomes
and whether the outcomes (benefits) compare well with the
inputs (costs). External comparisons analyze the results
of the specific program against extermal standards.
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Application of findings. Conclusions should be used
to improve the program. ReZorts should focus on the ques-
tions and concerns that staff and others have, and be
designed to result in application.

Guidelines for handling results include:

Validity. Evaluation procedures that are well planned
and implemented to produce valid results increase the
potential use of the findings.

Communications. The -sults of evaluation efforts .
should be communicated t. .hose who can use them--learner,
teacher, administrator, and policy maker--in a form they
can readily understand. :

Commitment. Involve those who can use the results in
such a way that results are valid and there's commitment
to use them.

Timing. Results should reach those who can use them
during a time period in which their use is feasible.

Implications. The major implications of the findings
should be included in both' the evaluation report and the
discussion of it.

Time. Ways should be found to allocate time for the
study and use of evaluation findings.

Asgigtance. Technical help should be available both
for .dditional analysis and interpretation of findings.

SOURCES Knox, Alan B. Program Evaluation in Adult Bacie Education.
Tallahassee, Florida: Florida State University,
Adult Education Research Information, Processing
Center, 1971.

Knox, Alan B. "Zontinuous Program Evaluation." In
Adminigtrati.n of Continuing Education, Nathan C.
Shaw, ed. Washington, D.C.: Naticnal Association
for Public School Education, 1969,

Knox, Alan B. "Improving Urban School Adult Education:
An Analysis of the Adult and Community Education Programs
of the Washington, D.C. Schools." New York: Columbia
University, Teachers College, 1967.
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3.3 MEANS~ENDS HIERARCHY

Cooperative Extension.

The model shows the relationship of seven levels of
evaluation data: <inmpute, activities, people involved,
reactions, "KAS" changes, change in practices, and
ultimate results.

Particularly helpful in situations where several kinds of
input and result data can be generated and where the evaluator
has to decide which to examine, or, if examining several,
needs a rational way of relating them to each other.

Start with a decision about what information needs to be
collected about the program, process, and program results.
The model then helps you understand how this information
relates to other information.

The means—-ends hierarchy deals with process and results.
It's aimed at improving program development. It can be
applied both in constructing agency-wide strategies and in
designing specific evaluation projects.

It can be applied through evaluative research, evaluative
studies, and the "criteria" approach to evaluation. The
three used in tandem is suggested as one systematic strategy
for agency-wide evaluation.

The model includes seven levels of evaluation: inputs,
activities, people involved, reactions, "KAS" chariges (know~
ledge, attitude, and skill), application of learnlng or
"practice change," and results achieved, that is, degree
of problem solution.

Level I--Inputs. Description of the amount of effort,
e.g., time and money spent. Simplest and easiest data to
get. They're needed for cost-benefit analysis at a higher
level.

Level II--Activities. Descriptions of the kinds and
frequencies of educational activities performed in the project.

Level III--People Involved. Descriptions of numbers of
participants reached and nature of balance in terms of
social characteristics.

Level IV--Reactions. Descriptions of what people say about
the activities~-whether they see they're valuable, their like
or dislike of the quality and quantity of activities.
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Level V--"KAS" Changes. Data on (1) whether changes
have occurred in specific knowledge, attitudes, and skills;
(2) the direction of such change; and (3) the distance or
extent of change.

Level VI--Practice Change. Explores whether people have
used their knowledge, skills, and attitudes and whether
desirable patterns of behavior have resulted.

Level VII--Results Achieved. This category examines what
consequences the changes in behavior have brought to people
and communities. There's an underlying assumption that each
of the lower levels do in fact have a bearing on bringing about
the final results. The data in each of the seven levels can
be related to each other. For example, inputs can be com-
pared with "KAS" changes or with practice change or with
results achieved. Or, recipient and reaction data can be
compared with input or with results achieved.

Other propositions are:

1. Any evaluative question within the hierarchy is
related to, and has implications for, all the rest

of the questions.

2. Evaluation at the lowest levels of the heirarchy is
rather meaningless for impact evaluation unless we
either know or make assumptions about the answe. 3 to
"higher" evaluative questions.

3. If a higher-level evaluative question is answered
positively through research, the achievement of
lower-level objectives can be interpreted as progress.

4. Evaluative studies at the higher levels should be
stressed. These evaluation studies can help provide
a basis for interpretation of .ess costly, lower types

o7 evaluation.

Bennett, Ciaude F. "Theory and Strategy for Evaluation of '
Knowledge Digsemination.” Washington, D.C.: Extension
Service-USDA, Program.and Staff Development, 1973. .
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3.4 WHEN-TO-DO-IT-YOURSELF CONTINUUM

Cooperative Extension.

Data-gathering activities are grouped into five main

categories: habitual but unorganized, simple guides,

reporting by students or teacher, post- or pre-

and post-testing, and experimental design using control

or comparative group. Although program personnel are

responsible for carrying out most of the activities, help

should be gotten from specialists for more complicated activities.

Particularily useful in emphasizing the shared roles between
program personnel and evaluation or studies specialists.

Identify the type of data activities needed in the evaluation.

The major purpose of evaluation in education is to
determine the effects of teaching under given conditions on
the knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors of those being
taught to provide a basis for improving, justifying, or
discontinuing the teaching activity.

The major focus of evaluation is to try to determine
what kind of individual emerges from the learning experience
to which he has been exposed.

The continuum of types of data-gathering activities is
as follows:

Habitual But Unorganized

1. Habitual but unorganized introspections of the
teacher relative to the teaching situation.

2. Panel or staff group who jointly and informally
review a teaching situation without a list of
questions or items to guide the review.

Simple Guides

3. Teacher's rating by means of a list of questions
or items of his teaching relative to what he did
and effects on those being taught.

4. Observations of a teaching situation by an .
individual or by those taught, guided by a list
of questions or items.
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5. Observations of a teaching situation by a panel
guided by a list of questions or items.

Reporting by Students or .Teacher

6. A system used by the teacher for reporting the
learning of individual students. 1

7. Analysis of an educational experience by students
using a well-designed post-questionnaire.

Post- or Pre- and Post-testing

8. A post-questionnaire or test that determines the
knowledge, attitudes, and 3kills of students
resulting from one teaching situation.

9. A questionnaire or test that determines knowledge,
attitudes, and skills of students resulting from
one teaching situation.

10. A questionnaire or test before and after more
than one teaching situation (often several as in
a program extended over time) that determines
the knowledge, attitudes, and skills of students
resulting from the exposure; desirable to be
accompanied by an input study.

Experimental Design Using CQntrol or Comparative Group

! 11. A questionnaire or test before and after an
educational experience (either one or more exposure)
measures knowledge, attitudes, and skills; a
similar pre- and post-testing of a matched control
group; a study of the educational input.

12. Experimental study using a control or comparative
group in which the educational experience (either
one or more exposure) including methods is planned
for studying what happens in students; before and
after questionnaires or tests are used; a study of
the educational input.

The framework suggests that the program personnel can handle

Activities 1 and 2 by themselves. They may want some help
from studies specialists for 3-5 depending on the complexness
of the task and the programmers background. Type 6 activities
are developed jointly by program personnel and studies specialist,
conducted by program personnel. Activities 7-9 are developed
jointly, but conducted by either program personnel or studies

- specialist. Activities 10-12 are planned and conducted by
studies specialist with assistance from program personnel.

L U AN
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SOURCE Alexander, Frank D. "A Critique of Evaluation." Journal
of Cooperative Extension, II1 (Winter, 1965), 205-12.

ADDITIONAL Steele, Sara M. Programmer's Responsibility in Examining
REFERENCES Program Effectiveness. Evaluation Series. Madison,
Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin-Extension,
Division of Program and Staff Development, October, 1972.
[Identifies program personnel responsibility regardless
of whether help is gotten from evaluation or research
specialists.]

Kirkpatrick, Donald L. "Evaluation of Training." In
Training and Development Handbook, Robert L. Craig
and Lester R. Bittel, ods. New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, 1967, pp. 87-112.
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GROUP 4
EvALUAT10N PROCESSES

OVERVIEW:

How do you evaluate? What are the processes involved? Another way
of "modeling" evaluation is in terms of processes. This group of approaches
focuses on the processes of evaluation. The first three deal with basic
processes used regardless of what's being evaluated. The other three present

specific evaluation processes.

EXAMPLES INCLUDED:
@ The appraisal model emphasizes the role of professional judgment.

e The data management framework provides a guide for dealing with
quantifiable data regardless of what's being examined.

® The natural process approach shows how appraisal and quantitative
approaches can be combined in aiding decision making.

® Monitoring evaluation shows how you can use evaluation during
programming to keep the program on track.

e Improvement evaluation uses appraisal to stimulate program improvement.

e Transactional evaluation emphasizes the human relationships involved
in facilitating change.

GENERAL ADVANTAGES: i,

@ Although specific procedures and activities vary, evaluation relies
on certain constant basic processes. Good understanding of these
processes can speed evaluation.

® Processes that involve program personnel in a positive way are
particularly important in getting evaluation used.

'GENERAL CAUTIONS:
@ Processes should be kept as simple and unobtrusive as possible.

’ e Simplicity should be viewed from the participants' eyss rather’
than from thosc of the evaluator.

Ve e
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4.1 APPRAISAL MODZL

Accreditation bodies and educational agencies responsible
for examining the programs of lccal units.

This appruach emphasizes professional judgment. Judgmerts
are made by an expert, team of experts, or team of program
peers-~from within or without the system--who examine the
program and form conclusions and recommendations. Criteria
guides are used in examining the program.

Particularily useful when immediate feedback and interpretation
are needed and where interaction with program personnel

facilitates the use of evaluation.

1 _entify the purpose of the appraisal and the purpose
of the program that's being appraised.

This process is used in accreditation, in reviews by state
departments of public instruction, and in the comprehensive
reviews of Cooperative Extension. Appraisal ie an act of
Judgment in which the judging implies both a criterion--a
standard of some eort--and a pertinent deseription of what's
being done. The criterion and -the observation must deal
with the same thing.

Appraisal involves the following activities:

1. Specifying the purpose of the appraisal.

2, Determining who will serve as the appraisers.

3. Establishing the purpose of the program.

4, Selecting or developing a set of eriteria.

5. Identifying the aspect or aspects that will be evaluated.

6. Recognizing and understanding the implications of the
assumptions that are being made when program aspects
and criteria are chosen.

7. Amplifying the criteria so that they become a detailed
statement of the kinds of observations that need to

be made.

8. Developing a plan of action for making the observations
(getting data a variety of ways).

9, Developing, modifying, selecting, and using techniques
of observation.

O
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10. Determining number of observations and procedures for
increasing validity, reliability, and objectivity.

11. Recording, interpreting, and summarizing the observations.
12. Establishing bases to which the observations can be

related (that is, selecting norms and standards as a
base for interpretation).

13. Making the conclusions of the appraisal known.

The quality of the appraisal rests on the expertise of the
appraisers and on the quality of the criteria used. Criteria
constitute definitions of what is seen as "good." Criteria
define what characterizes a good program. They express values
or interpretations of what's good. Because values differ,
there may be several criteria alternatives. What may be
seen as good at one time and place may not be valued in the
same way in another.

Criteria must be consistent with the educational philosophy
that's being followed. They postulate values that should be
achieved. They must be so formulated to permit making
pertinent descriptions. They must be useable. This often
means a greater precision in definition than is first thought.

Success of appraisal rests partly on answering the following
criteria questions: What criteria? How defined? How applied?
How limited? This model culminates in judgments and conclusions
of people instead of, or in addition to, systematically
produced data.

It's also important to understand the assumpiions involved |
in the evaluation. There are usually at least two kinds:

1. Assumption of the purpose of education.
2. Assumption of correlation or relation.

The other key element is observation. Observations include
both describing and interpreting what's observed.

The aspects of a program that are subject to appraisal
fall into four categories:

1. Plans and purposes--organizational, administrative,
and instructional objectives and plans.

i 2. Resources--material resources (such things as
j furnishings, and AV equipment) and personnel.

3., Processes--administrative, supervisory, and instructional.
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4. Effects--results in terms of students, staff, and
community.

Although appraisal is often thought of as primarily percep-
tion and interaction in on-site visits, it can also include
review and interpretation of data about a program. The
appraisal method is sometimes criticized for its lack of use
of objective data. However, this may be more a fault of how
it is operationalized rather than with appraisal itself.

Data can be built into appraisal systems.

SOURCE Harris, Chester W. "The Appraisal of a School--Problem for
Study." Journal of Educational Research, XLI (November,

1947), 172-82.

ADDITIONAL Herzog, Elizabeth. Some Guidelines for Evaluative Research.

REFERENCES Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Social Security Administration, 1959.
[Particularly good section on criteria.]

Checklists for Public School Adult Education Programs.
Circular No. 356. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office of
Education, Federal Security Agency, n.d.

Honnold, Robert E. et al. '"Comprehensive Reviews."
Materials prepared by a Frogram and Staff Development
Task Force, Extension Service-USDA, 1572.

P o S L N TR

]
é




ORIGIN

ESSENCE

USE

STARTING
POINT

DESCRIPTION

138

4.2 DATA MANAGEMENT

5

Educational research.

The processes of getting, processing, and reporting the data

used in evaluation have been presented in many ways. The
framework accompanying the program decision model is particularly
comprehensive in that it both outlines the crucial activities

and categorizes some of the specific tasks where assumptions

are often made that must be tested for validity in the

evaluation setting.

The focus on the validity of the assumptions made in the
selection of sampling, treatment, measurement, anG analysis
procedures is particularly helpful.

Start with a clear analysis of the data needed for the
evaluation.

The major elements involved in data management include:
(1) delinezating the information system, (2) obtaining the
information, (3) providing the information, and (4) evaluating
the evaluation.

Delineating the Information System. Includes defining
the system being evaluated, specifying decisions inherent in
the program, developing a statement of evaluation policies,
and clearly outlining the assumptions upon which the study
is based.

Obtaining the Information. This second step includes
collecting, organizing, and analyzing data.

Three steps in collecting evaluation data are: (1) identify-
ing sources of information, (2) developing the proper instru-
mentation, and (3) describing the conditions under which the .
data will be collected.

The organization'stage of obtaining the information
consists of deciding on the unit of organization, storage
and retrieval requirements, and quality control procedures
followed after data collection.

When the data have been collected and organized, the
evaluation proceeds with the actual analysis. The first
step is identifying the unit of analysis, which is determined
by the level of the decision involved, the information
required in making that decision, and the sampling unit
employed. The basic tools of analysis include prediction,
comparison, description, and explanation--~the assumptions
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of the approach employed determine the analysis, statistics,
and reporting form used.

Providing the Information. Timing, frequency, and
methods of these reports are determined by the audience
for whom the evaluation is being prepared and the decisions
within the program structure they relate to.

The first step in developing the report defines the
audience it's intended for--decision makers, decision
influencers, etc. This is relatively straightforward.
But, the second task--depicting the reporting levels--is
more difficult. Reporting levels can be dichotomized in
terms of micro versus macro levels to define the level of
detail of the information reported to the individuals within
the programs and agencies. Consequently, evaluators must
determine the audience for their reports, and accordingly
produce them at the appropriate levels of generality or
specificity.

A third aspect at this stage “involves establishing the
reporting setting, developing the content, and choosing
the proper media to communicate the findings.

The information must be disseminated to the proper
individuals. This invclives, first of all, establishing
channels for transmitting the reports and identifying the
hierarchy to be foilowed in presenting the results. Re-
ports should go to the administrator and the staff, before
making the informatior available to funding agencies or the
general public. A secund consideration in disseminating
reports is developing a procedure for publication. Abstracts
may be provided to the appropriate news media, or where the
information is unique, copyrighted to ensure protection
over the use of the findings.

Six criteria should be kept in mind if evaluative data
are to be informative to the receiver:

Relevance. The data are useless if they don'‘t relate
to the purpose they were collected for. The criierion of
relevance asks whether the purposes actually have been
achieved.

Importance. Data should be culled so that the most
important information is emphasized. The person organizing
the information must use what the user considers significant
as well as his own view of what's important.

Scope. Data can be true, but not the whole truth. Scope
ensures that weeding for perceived relevance and importance
doesn't distort the data.
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Credibility. Users must trust the source of the data.
Credibility rests partly in the relationship between the
data handler and the user of the data.

Timeliness. The information must reach the user when
he needs it and/or is in a position to deal with it. 1Its
value decreases if it's available too late or if it appears
too soon.

Pervasiveness. Do all of the people who need to know
about the evaluation get the information?

Evaluating the Evaluation. The final element in this
model is applying evaluative tools to the evaluation study
itself. Since the audience will be weighing the quality
of his study, the prudent evaluator carefully examines
his work against the criteria on which it will be judged.

Assumptions. The exploration of assumptions underlying
various techniques and testing whether those assumptions
are appropriate in the evaluation activity is an important
element in designing evaluation. Four basic types of
assumptions are of concern to evaluators: sampling,
treatment, measurement, and analysis.

Sampling Assumptions. Include: (1) parameter: of the
population, (2) social structural characteristics of the
population, (3) parameters to be tested, (4) objectives of
the aralysis, (5) representatives of the recuired sample,
(6) precision which the sample affords because of the
selection method employed, and (7) assumptions based
on budgetary and resource limitations and precision relating
to efficiency of sample selection methods for reducing
uncertainty.

Treatment Assumptions. Include statements about internal
and external validity. Internal validity assumptions relate
to: (1) history of events between the pre- and post-test
that may affect performance, (?) maturation of the subjects,
(3) learning effects from the first test producing an impact
on the results of the second, (4) instrumentation in which
changes in calibration of measuring instrument or changes
in the observers may produce changes in the obtained
measurements, (5) effects of statistical regression,

(6) biases from the selection of respondents for comparison
groups, (7) experimental mortality, and (8) selection-maturation
interaction in which designs are mistaken for the effects of

the experimental variable.
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External validity assumptions include: (1) consruence
between population characteristics and those of the sample,
(2) ecological validity, including both an explicit descrip-
tion of the independent variables assuming interference
with subjects receiving two or more treatments, (3) Hawthorne
effect, (4) novelty effects, (5) effect of the experimenter,
(6) pra-test sensitization, (7) post-test sensitization,

(8) interaction of history and treatment, (9) measurement

of dependent variable required for generalization, and

€10) interaction of the time of the measurement and treatment
effects.

To establish limits of reliability in the treatment phase,
the evaluator also should include assumpticns about the
additive effect of treatments, differential effect or treat-
ment constancy, identical treatment of subjects, identical
treatment of groups, random assignment of treatments,
multiple treatments being avoided, and minimization of the
interactive effects of the treatment with control variables.

Measurement Asswmptions. Are another integral part of this
stage of an evaluation design. They should deal with sucl
basic questions as: (1) correspondence between sets of
axioms about objects and numbers, (2) represzntativeness of
the sample, (3) scale's compatibility with the phenomena
being measured and analysis being employed, (4) validity of
the instrument, (5) whether the scale of measi..~nent is
conceptually or operationally defined, (6) reli.bility of
the instrument, and (7) objectivity of the instrument or
technique. This information helps the evaluator control
sources of error and gives the clientele of the evaluation
a clearer picture of the limitations of the study.

Analytic Assumptions. State the intentions of the evaluation

and outline the use the descriptive, comparative, explanatory,
or predictive information wili be put to. Analytic assump-
tions are concerned with the correspondence of statistical
techniques with the properties of the data to be analyzed.
Assuomntions should be specified since statigtical procedures
are designed for or derived from them,

On the basis of assumptions about sampling, treatment,
measurement, and analysis, the evaluator can develop a
general pictur: of the kind of design or model that wili
organize and communicate there data most effectively. More
specifically, these may include mathematical models, work
breakdowns, PERT organizations, or an applicaticn of the
critical path network techniquae.
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Phi Delta Kappa Nationei Study Committee on Evaluation.
Educational Evaluation and Decision Making. Itasca,
Illinois: F. E. Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1971,
chapter 6 and pp. 28-30.

Caro, Francis G., ed. Readinge in Evaluation Research.
New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1971. [In particular,
see chapter 1 for an overview of the results of recent
experiences.]

Corey, Stephen M. Action Research To Improve School
Practices. New York: Columbia University, Teachers
College, 1953. [Emphasizes action person doing research
in addition to the professional researcher.]

Suchman, Edward A. Evaluative Research. New York: Russell
Sage Foundation, 1971.

Weiss, Carol H. Evaluation Research. Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972.

Freeman, Howard E., and Clarence C. Sherwood. Social
Regearch and Soctal Policy. Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1970.

American Institutes for Research. Evaluative Research: Strategies
and Methods. Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania: American Institutes
for Research, 1970.

Gottman, John M., and Robert E., Clasen. Evaluation in
Education. Itasca, Illinois: F. E. Peacock Publishers,

Furst, Edward J. Comgtructing Evaluation Instruments.
New York: David McKay Co., Inc., 1964.

Kaplan, Abraham. The Conduot of Inquiry. San Francisco:
Chandler Publishing:-Company,.1964.. . .. :
[In particular, chapter on-values,]
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4.3 NATURAL PROCESS APPROACH

Extension education.

This attempt to provide a generic model of program evaluation
that can be adjusted to evaluative needs emphasizes three
major elements of evaluation: eriteria, evidence, and
Judgment. 1t emphasizes improving the kind of evaluation
that program personnel do naturally rather than replacing
such activities with elaborate formalized procedures.

Useful in improving ongoing everyday evaluation and in helping
program personnel understand evaluation.

3tart with how the individual usually evaluates. See how the
accuracy and efficiency of the natural process can bz improved.

Evaluation assesses the value of programs and programming
activities. There are three major elements in evaluation: oriteria,
evidence, and judgment. Evaluation takes place when judgments
are made. Judgments are improved when they're made by comparing
evidence about the aspect to be judged with criteria for what
should be.

Criteria. A criterion is a measure against which something
can be judged. It may be a rule, a standard, a norm, an object
or a condition, or behavior that's considered to be "good,"
"ideal," or of "high merit." It's a description or image of
what a valuable (suitable, high quality, effective, important,
and/or efficient) program is like. Criteria form the basis
for interpreting information and developing judgments. They
identify the values held by those involved.

Sets of criteria exist for judging quality of meetings,
workshops, and group interaction. There are fewer criteria
statements that deal with overall value of an endeavor.
Such statements are essential to setting priorities and
assigning overall value to competing program requests.
Criteria identify the aspects on which alternmatives will be
compared.

Clearly understanding and trying to meet a reliable
set of criteria for programming can do a great deal to improve
programming efforts regardless of whether those criteria
are used in any formal type of evaluation. Criteria tell
us what we should be doing.

Evidence. Evidence is an indication or an outward sign.
In evaluation evidence is: acis, words, numbers, observa-
tions, or things that provide a sign or indication.
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It provides proof of the extent to which the quality we're
examining is present. It's the accumulated pattern of
information that provides a picture adequate for judging

the extent to which criteria have been met. Evidence is
information accepted as descriptive of what's directly
germaine to the judgments involved. Use of research-type
techniques may improve the quantity and quality of evidence.
Regardless of the extensiveness of the data procedure, the
evaluator must be able to assess the effects of limitations
in the evidence. Few data are completely valid and reliable.
The amount of attention to systematic exploration must follow
a cost-benefit analysis. Where is the payoff from increasing
objectivity going to be great enough to balance the costs

of work involved in getting that objectivity? Conversely,
where will the harm be sufficiently great due to inaccuracy to
require a greater investment in the evaluative process?

Judgment. Judgment is the part of the evaluation process
in which alternatives are weighted, comparisons made, various
conclusions ccnsidered, and worth or value assigned to what's
being evaluated. Judgment is a mental operation involving
comparison and discrimination through which values and
relationships are formulated. Evidence and criteria help in
forming sound judgment, but neither constitute judgment.

The quality of evaluation rests primarily with the ability
of people to use criteria and evidence in forming sound
judgment.

Evaluation is an everyday process used by most people.
That process can be improved by increasing the information
base and degree of system in the procedures used. However,
for the evaluation to have "payoff," it has to be internalized
by those involved. Therefore, the challenge is helping a
process that must be subjective {within the mind) become
more accurate,

Procedures based on this model must be designed specifically
for given situations. Generally they include:

1. Identifying the purpose of the evaluation. (If it's to
be input into decision making, what are the alternatives
that need to be compared?)

2. What crucial judgments must be made to complete the
purpose?

3. What criteria are germane to those judgments?
- %, What type .of evidence is needed? How "pure" must it be?

5. What is the most efficient source of such evidence?

6. How does the evidence compare with the criteria?
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7. What are the resultant judgments?

8. What do they mean in terms of the purpose of the
evaluation?

. 9. What will recommendations or decisions based on those
judgments mean to those involved?

10. If they're to result in action, how can that best be
&ccomplished?

The natural process can use any of several criteria categories
as a source of criteria~-for example, appropriateness, contact,
effort, effectiveness, overall value. It can be applied
to any of the programming processes, activities, or stages.
However, greatest value is usually secured from good evaluation
of plans and preparation berore implementing the program and
kind of evaluation during the program that has immediate
feedback and chance to improve the program while it's in
operation.

Evaluation (the assessment of value) provides important
input into three kinds of decisions: decisions inherent in
the development of programs, decisions inherent in the.
improvement of programs, and decisions inherent in the fate
of the program and programmer.  The amount of attention
to program components other than results depends on the kind
of status that the program is in. For example, evaluation
of context, input, and process are particularly important
when the program is in a development or improvement status and
there's no question but that it will continue. Then
resuit data are important in improving program operations.
However, if the fate of the program and/or programmer is
at stake, then evaluation of components other than results
are secondary to examining results. Some attention is
important however so that result data can be accurately
interpreted.

P

Steele, Sara M. "Program Evaluation--A Broader Definition.”
Journal of Extensiom, VIII (Summer, 1970), 5-17.

Steele, Sara M. "A Contemporary Concept of ’rogram Evaluation."
Madison, Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin, Extension, 1972.
[Mimeographed]
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4.4 MONITORING EVALUATION

Extension education.

Monitoring evaluation deals with the eritical management
tasks in keeping programs on track.

Particularily useful in programs you're doing for the first
time or in programs that have fallen into a .raditional
routine.

Start with the program plan, statements of the expected
outcomes, and standards for the processes to be used.

Evaluation shouldn't be confined to the end of the
program process, but should be used continuocusly. Monitoring
is eontinuous rather than episodic. Monitoring evaluation
is like using a combination of a road map and observations
of local landmarks in determining how far you are from your
destination.

The importance of using systematic monitoring depends
on: (1) the program's responsiveness to direction and
(2) the degree of risk associated with failure of the
program, Which activities are irreversible and therefore
need to be examined before they reach the point of no return?

Major elements of the program used in the model are: time,
program action, and expected transitional outcomes. All
programming occurs within time frameworke. Program action
occurs over time. Expected transitional outcomes exist in
time. Expected transitional outcomes describe what must
occur at various time slots so the ultimate outcomes will
be attained. They're substeps distributed through time
and become a source for criteria and standards for monitoring
the program.

Evaluation cycles should occur as part of each decision
in the programming process. Evaluation cycles may also
increase the amount of decision making that's done.

An evaluation cycle consists of four stages:

1. Design--deciding on what criteria and standards to use
to determine the success or progress to that point.

2., Observations--deciding on what data to get. Data
may come from direct viewing or from collected
information.
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3. Judgment--deciding what adjustment, if any, needs to be
made in the program.

4. Adjustment--using the feedback in adjusting the
program,

The rapidity with which evaluation cycles will occur depends
on the frequency with which decisions are required, the
amount of activity in the programming process, the number of
subsets of transitional outcomes, and the degree of anxiety
with respect to the outcome.

Bruce, Robert L. "Monitoring Evaluation.”" Ithaca, New York:
Cornell University, 1972. [Mimeographed]
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4.5 IMPROVEMENT EVALUATION

ORIGIN Indiana adult basic education.

" ESSENCE This appraisal procedure was developed at the request of
state directors. They selected priority areas for examina-'
tion where they felt evaluation could improve programs.

USE Excellent when improvement rather than proof of results is desired.
>
} STARTING Identify the purpose of the evaluation.

POINT
i DESCRIPTION One state's program is seldom better or worse than other

states. Each has its own unique problems. When the purpose
of evaluation is improvement rather than external justifica-
tion or an attempt to improve status, the approach can be
more relaxed and less trauma-producing at the local level.
The judgment of outsiders can play an important catalytic
! role in helping local programs identify areas where improve-
ments need to be made, identify alternatives in areas where
improvements must be made, and reinforce confidence in, those
{ areas where the program excells.

The following process is indicated:

1. Those commissioning the evaluation meet and define
' the specific purposes that the evaluation's ex-
pected to achieve.

2. Areas to be examined are identified and priorities
get. The sponsoring group develops a list of
aspects that might be examined. Priorities are
established by each member indicating how he sees
priority; then the various views are combined. 1In
the Indiana example, the areas that were selected
were: priority 1: curriculum, reading program,
recruitment, teacher training; priority 2: administra-
tive and supervisory coutrol, administrative relation-
ships, community relationships, counseling program,
) learning laboratories, placement, public relations,
teacher use of human resources. Other areas that
were suggested, but finally classified as non-priority
were: mathematics program, relationship of local to
state staff, staff relationships, teacher use of material
resources, program objectives, student records, and
teacher attitudes. )

Consultants are selected according to the expertise
needed in the highest priority areas.

[
.
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Which local programs will be examined is determined
through a sampling procedure. In the Indiana

example, part of the sample was purposely stratified
with the state staff selecting programs according

to rural-urban location and geographic representation.
An equal number were chosen by a table of random .
numbers., More than half of the 34 local programs

were included.

Consultants use a set of general guidelines but
are free to assess and comment on any aspect that
impresses them either for its strength or weakness.

Observations are made by visiting classes; observing
students; talking with teachers; talking with students;
contacting community citizens; talking to dropouts;
talking to superintendents, counselors, supervisors,
ABE directors, and relevant others.

Consultants file written reports with case

examples and recommendations. The reports are
combined into an overall report that briefly discusses
and gives recommendations on each of the priority
areas and then summarizes the overall strength and
areas where improvement is needed.

The report becomes source material for state level
programmers in developing in-service training and
in making practical suggestions to local programs.

on-site consultant activity can be supplemented by:

A study of needs in a rural and urban area. Inter-
views with potential clientele indicate the strength
of need and some of the barriers to reaching the
clientele.

Use of previous reports and studies so that the new
effort builds on what's already known rather than
repeating such efforts.

Examining objectives of programs and/or alternative
types of information. 1In the Indiana example, an
earlier study had indicated that only part of the
programs had clearly defined statements of objec-
tives. Rather than asking for such statements, local
programs Were asked to provide one example of what
they consiiered the biust achievement of their program
and one example of good individual gain through the
program, It was assumed that these data would reveal
the objectives of the program.

SOURCE Kreitlow, Burton W. Indiana Adult Basie Education--An
Improvement Evaluation. Indianapolis, Indiana: State

Department of Public Instruction, 1972.
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4.6 TRANSACTIONAL EVALUATION

Evaluation of local programs.

Transactional evaluation considers the beliefe and
feelings of people as they react to suggested changes.

Particularly useful in helping program personnel accept
new challenges. It can be of particular help when you're
doing a "transplant operation,” that 1s, introducing a
change that was developed outside of the system that will
be using it, or when outside groups are pressuring for
changes and staff are slow or reluctant to make these
changes.

Identify how people will react to a suggested change in
programming.

Transactional evaluation looks at the effects of
changed programs on the changers themselves. Its focus
is on evaluating program acceptance. It contributes to
program improvement to the extent that it facilitates
needed changes.

Transactional evaluation considers the beliefs and
feelings of people. It requires that both the supporters
and the critics of a program--~those who will be favorably
and those that will be adversely affected--be included in
the planning and carrying out of the evaluation, and in the
forming of conclusions. It's concerned not only with the
improvement of a given program, but with the program's
effect on the system. In particular, it's concerned with
dysfunctions that may occur.

Attention is given to examining:
1. Unanticipated as well as expected consequences.

2. Effect on the total organization and not just those
directly involved.

3. Dislocation due to competition for resources (including
student time and attention) and shifts in roles and
expectations.

This examination is seen as a continuous process in which
the 'effects of the program are examined by both supporters-
and critics.

-
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Transactional evaluation differs from traditional summative
and formative evaluations in that:

1. The target of evaluation is different. The subject of
the evaluation is the system, not the client or the
services rendered.

2. The variables relate to the social, psychological,
and communications aspects of the system more than to
the manifest objectives.

3. Information would be continuously fed back into the
system.

4, The evaluator would be more a part of the operating
system.

5. Conventional considerations of reliability, validity,
and objectivity would be less important than time-
liness, relevance, and observable effects of the
generation of evaluation information.

6. The aim wouldn't be that of production of new
knowledge or the attribution of causality, but .
would be that of transforming the conflict energy
associated with change 'into productive activity,
and the clarification of the roles of all persons
involved in changes in the program.

SOURCES Rippey, Robert M. '"Can Evaluation Be Integral to Innovation?" In.
Curriculum Evaluation: Potentiality and Reality, Joel
Weiss, ed. Curriculum Theory Network Monograph
Supplement. Ontario, Canada: Ontario Institute for
Studies in Education, 1972, pp. 45-58. .

Rippey, Robert M. "Introduction: What Is Transactional
Evaluation?" Paper presented at the meeting of the
American Educational Research Association in Chicago,
1972, .
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OVERVIEW:

GROUP 5
ResuLTs--ATTAINMENT OF OBJECTIVES

Evaluation approaches that deal with examining results as specified

in objectives are the most common and well developed of all evaluation

models.

Rather than including individual models in this section, approaches

are grouped to indicate areas where development is going on. Distinction

is made between approaches that are primarily concerned with the results of

instruction (specific behavioral change) and those that focus on programs.

EXAMPLES INCLUDED:

The Tyler model and its adaptations.
Instructional evaluation approaches.
Program objeotives approaches.

Objectives: categorizations and eriteria.

GENERAL ADVANTAGES :

Using objectives to provide the major emphasis for examining
results makes the whole evaluation process much more efficient.

Putting some degree of emphasis on objectives also helps the program
unit increase its skill in identifying what obJjectives are reason-
able in what programming situations and develop its skill in using
objectives as important tools in programming.

The question probably isn't one of whether objectives should be
used in examining the results of programs. It probably should be
whether any results other than those specified in the objectives
should be examined.

GENERAL CAUTIONS:

-
i
H
{
.
i
!
i
i

i
i

Models that limit themselves to examining the extent to which
program objectives have been attained often miss evidence of other
important results.: Unexpected side effects can be either positive
or negative, but often considerahly enhance or detract from the

overall success of the program.
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® All models that invest evaluation resources in relation te objectives
assume (1) that the nbjectives themselves are well developed,
realistic, and attainablej best suited to existing needs; and the

‘  best choice among various objectives that could be attained; and
(2) the design and implementation of the program is such that
sufficient input and interaction occurred for the objectives to
have actually been attained. Too often, however, one or both
of those assumptions fail to be correct and any elaborate data-
gathering procedure that focuses only on objectives produces
little that's of value to the program.

same objective may be inconsistent with the philosophy of

education that places the emphasis on individual needs and individual
; differences. In the latter case, the objectives used should be tailor-
{ made to and probably by the individual student. Then judgments of
! programs would be on the extent to which a program helped an

individual achieve his objectives rather than only on the extent

to which a group of people were brought to attain an objective

set for the total group.

® Evaluation procedures that stress the whole group attaining the
i
{

. @. Other limitations come not so mich in the models themselves but

i in the intent in which they are used. Models often delete or.
de-emphasize the steps in the original Tyler iodel that relate
to analyzing the strengths and weaknesses of the program by
using data about the attainment of objectives.

[T
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5.1 TYLERIAN MODELS

General education.

Evaluation is concerned with determining whether education
is actually producing the results that it sets out to achieve
as indicated by statements of objectives.

Can be used in any program that has objectives. However,
it's most apt to be successful when there's evidence

that the objectives are realistic and the program input
great encugh to make it logical to expect results.

Analyze the objectives to determine exactly what results
are expected.

THE ORIGINAL The role of evaluation is seen
TYLER MODEL as improving curriculum by finding
out how far the learning experiences
as developed or organized are actually producing the desired
results; identifying strengths and weaknesses of teaching
plans.

The evaluation process includes:

1. Analyzing objectives to identify and clarify their
two basic dimensions. Those dimensions are:
{(a) the behavior expected from th: student and
(b) the key content that is to be mastered.

2. Identifying situations that will give the student
a chance to express the beanavior related to the
content.

3, Selecting or developing instruments that will
record the behaviors.

4, Analyzing the amount of change that's taking
place in studasnits. '

5. Analyzing the strengths and weaknesses of the
program in helping students achieve the objectives.

Prerequisite to this process, objectives have been screened
against the needs indicated by various sources--~the student,
society, and the discipline--and the screens of philosophy
and learning theory to be sure that they're appropriate. The
learning experiences inciuded have also been evaluated against
criteria. This type of evaluation, then, focuses on the
behavior of students.
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Evaluation must appraise the behavior of students. This
appraisal must occur more than once to see whether a change
has occurred. Any valid evidence about the specific behavior
provides an appropriate method of evaluation. Sampling is »
important in many ways including a sample of the student's .
work. Several pieces of evidence will be used to form
profiles rather than relying on one piece of evidence.

Curriculum planning is a continuous process. As materials
and procedures are developed, they're tried out, results
3 appraised, inadequacies identified, and suggested improvements
indicated. Replanning, redevelopment, and reappraisal are
a continuing cycle.

SOURCE: Tyler, Ralph W. Basie Prineiplee of Curriculum
and Ingtruction. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1950.

NATIONAG Although developed for specific
ASSESS.. N PROGRAM  curriculum, the Tyler framework has
recently been used for a national
assessment. The plan for the National Assecsment Program
developed by the Exploratory Committee on Assessing the Progress
of Education made the following decisions that carried .out
the basic model:

‘ i. Focus would bz on age levels. Four were chosen.

‘ 2. There would be no attempt to evaluate individuals

or speciric school systems or programs. Sample would

be ot the whole age population with subsampling ’ .
stratification based on sex, region of the country,
type of community, and socioeconomic background,
but not school systems.

\ 3. &2ducational objectives determined what data as to

: educational results would be collected. Objectives

' . selected were those that: (a) school systems said
they were reaching, (b) scholars considered authentic
in the various disciplines, and (c) discerning lay
ziults thought were significant. Considerable
negetiation was required to get agreement within
and among the three groups.

4. For each objective there was an attempt to describe:
(a) things that almost all persons of the age level
have accomplished, (b) things that average persons '
have achieved, and (¢) things the most advanced at 1
that age level could do. ) J
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5. The data-gathering exercises were package: so that
~differenc students did different things. For example,
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30 students spending 40 minutes taking different sets
of exercises would provide 1 response to each of a
total set of exercises that would take 1l student

20 hours to complete. With 15,000 students responding
to the various sets, there would be 500 responses for
each set of exercises.

SOURCE: Merwin, Jack C., and Frank B. Womer. "Evaluation
in Assessing the Progress of Education To Provide

Bases of Public Understanding and Public Policy." In

Educational Evaluation: New Roles, New Means,
Ralph Tyler, ed. Chicago: The University of
Chicago, 1970, pp. 306-12.

. FOUR-QUESTION Gottman ard Clasen define evaluation
APPROACH as quality control of the processes

and outcomes of an educational program.

They built an evaluation text around four Tyler questions:

1. Why?--What needs can you cite that justify the existence

of this educational program?

2. What?--What are your objectives in the program? . That
is, what objectives will the program .ccomplish to
meet the need under why?

3. How?--How will you have the program “anction to meet
its objectives?

4. How Will You Know?--What kinds of information should
be gathered so that you know if the how is meeting
the what for the why?

They suggest the following activities in relation to the
questions:

Why? Needs assessment.

What? Writing measurable objectives and
designing measurement procedures.

How? Flowchart.

How Will You Know? Design and use quality control pro-
cedures.
Emphasis: time-series analysis
procedures.

SOURCE: Gottman, John Mordechai, and Robert Earl Clasen.
Evaluation in Education: A Practioner's Guide.
Itasca, I)linois: F. E. Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1972.
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: ADOPTION OF THE During the 1950s and 1960s, adult
’ TYLER MODEL BY education including Extension,
ADULT EDUCATION pretty well adopted the approach

presented in the Tyler model.
Although it usually was not called program evaluation, it
served in that capacity.

In 1952, the Committee on Evaluation of the Adult
Education Association formulated this definition: "Evalua-
tion is the process of assessing the degree to which one is
achieving his objectives. It is looking at one's present
position in regard to one's goal. It is a comparison of
the actual with the ideal." The committee listed the
following principles:

l. Self-appraisal usually is better than appraisal
by outsiders.

2. Comparison of achievement witl. objectives within
a program leads to more growth than comparison of
one program with others.

3. Everyone concerned with the educative process should
‘be involved in evaluation.

4. Evaluation offers greatest potential benefit if it's a
long~time, continuous, and built-in part of the total
educational process.

5. Evaluation should be more concerned with results than
with energy spent.

6. Objectives should recede as they're approached.

In the chapter on evaluation in a book on outlines of
an emerging field of university study, Theide defined
evaluation as the process of determining the extent to which
educational objectives have been attaired. He listed
five steps in the evaluating process: (1) determining
what to evaluate, (2) defining the behavior desired,
(3) determining acceptable evidence, (4) collecting
evidence, and (5) summarizing and evaluating the evidence.

Objectives were seen as being essential and derived
from values and needs of society, purposes of institutions,
needs and intesests of individuals, the subject matter it-
self, and learning theory. Objectives snould be achievable,
should be in harmony with other objectives of the educator,
: should be able to be built on for further objectives, should
: be agreed on and have common meaning, and should be closely
‘ related to desired learner behavior. Objectives need to
be expressed in specific behaviors desired in the learner.

L
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Situations must be contrived that will permit the learner to
exhibit the desired behavior. These situations must be
appropriate and relevant, must control unwanted factors,
and must be practical and reliable. '

Records of behavior can be made by the learner himself, by
another observer, or by mechanical devices and should be 1
objective, reliable, and valid. When they've been summarized
by counting, describing, and analyzing, judgments ar- made
to show the extent to which objectives have been attained,
appropriateness of the objectives themselves, and the
effectiveness of the learning experiences. Evaluation must
always suit the purposes to be achieved and it must be
practical.

1 The adult learner is task oriented, has specific objectives
of his own in mind, and is less willing tc accept unknown
objectives or the objectives of others. He, therefore,
needs to be involved in the establishing and accepting of
objectives in the learning situation. Self-evaluation needs

; to be developed and experimented with in adult education

' and incorporated in the learning process. Variants in

adult education programs create special problems. The tendency

for programs to be informal, of short duration, and based

heavily on learner objectives makes evaluation by outsiders
less acceptable and makes measurement itself more difficult
because of the coarseness of available devices and techniques.

Miller and McGuire used the Tyler model as a basis for
studying methods for evaluating liberal adult education.
They used three criteria for the instruments that they
developead. )
Realiem: The closer we can come to the realities
of adult life in our testing, the better
able we will be to claim that we've changed
’ : studsnts' habitual cognitive behavior. But
* more than that, tests that are clearly related
' to real-life problems will also be more
interesting and reduce resistance to the test-
ing situation.

Interegst: Every possible ,ay of making the instruments
themselves intsresting to work on will increase
the chances of their being used. They should
challenge and involve the person who takes

‘ . them.

Flexibility: The several evaluation devices should be useful
to the widest variety of educational programs,
and therefore need to be developed in such a way
—— that any individval program may select from them
those parts that are particularly relevant.
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A manual produced by the Extension Research and Training
Division for Cooperative Extension Employees.guided
Extension in combining a Tyler approach with research-type
efforts for examining results.

In 1966, Sabrosky wrote the chapter on evaluw:ircyr for
the new book on the Cooperative Extension Service. She
quoted the Tyler definition of evaluation, but discussed
briefly the evaluation of crganization objectives iind
evaluation of personnel before examining the place of
evaluation in Extension program development. She outlined
a series of questions to be examined in evaluation during
the planning stage and a parallel su: to be examined in
terms of the resultant program:

In planning for Extension education, the situation is
evaluated. In doing so, these questions zre asked:

1. Who should be helped to move toward an objective?

a. What are these people like?

b. What problems do thay have?

c. Which information and skills do they alread§ have?
2. Which problems should tﬂese people get help in solving?

3. Which objectives will be the best ones at which to
aim?

L, What resources do they have?
5. What are their motivations?
These questions are then asked:

1. How should these people be helped to move toward each
objective?

a. Which methods will be most appropriate?

b. Which subject matter will be most appropriate?
c. When should the teaching be carried out?
d. Who should do the teaching?

In evaluating Extension education, processes, and results,
these questions dre asked:

-
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i l. Wr. were helped to move toward an objective?

i a. Whai were they 1like?

’ ’ b. What problems did they have?

| ¢, Whet did they learn? (Behavioral changes)

2, Did these behavior changes seem to help improve the
situation?

3. What resources did they lack?

4, What were their motivations?

i These questions were then asked:

l. How were the people helped to move toward an objective?

a. Which teaching methods were most effective? Why?
With whom? When? By whom? Least effective?
Why? With whom? When? By whom?

b. Which subject matter was most useful? Why? .
With whom? When? By whom?

c. HWiat changes are implied for future Extension programs?

In 1970, Boyle and Jahns defined program evaluation as

the determination of the extent to which the desired objectives

have been a<tained or the amount of movement that has been

made in the desired direction. They saw it as being primarily

concerned with assessing the ends that were attained and not

directly concerned with assessments about other aspects of

the program such as the means used to attain objectives. Seen
- in this light, effective evaluation requires: (1) clear,

concise objectives or statements of intended, educational

ends to be attained; (2) bench mark or pre-program measures

of the behavior(s) or behavioral patterns of the learner

before his exposure to the educational yrogram; and (3) measures

after completion of the educational program.

Sanders (1972) indicates that program evaluation could be
conducted for any one or a combination of the following purposes:

® To determine the situation.
. @ To determine the quality of performance.

o To determine the effectiveness of learning experiences.

® To determine the extent to which objectives are attained.
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The existing situation is compared with what the situation
should be. What was done is compared with what should have
been done. Effectiveness of learning experiences is examined
by comparing actual influence with potential influence or one
experience with another for relative effectiveness. 1In deter-
mining the extent to which objectives are attained, the behavior
expected is compared with the behavior accomplished.

Among other recent adult education texts, Houle (1972)
holds closely to evaluation being the determination of the
extent to which the educational objective has been accomplished.
Axford (1969) focuses on three principles and examples of
how to operationalize them. They are: (1) instruments for
self-evaluation are preferred to evaluation by others, (2) in-
volving program planners in the evaluation process is neressary,
and (3) evaluation should be concerned with outcomes and
results rather than activity or energy spent. Klevins chose
only to include a chapter of self-evaluation which deals
primarily with teacher performance in his 1972 book.

Cass (1971) broke from the prevailing pattern and suggests
that evaluation of adult basic education shou.d start with
a study of the target population and the number of students
enrolled. Other means of evaluating programs include:. number
of dropouts, number completing each achievement level, nrumber
going on to a higher level, persistence of attendance,
estimation by teacher and guidance person of student's
interest, number enrolling in other schools, follow-up on
employment records. Evaluation should be continuous and
include information about how adequately each student is
attaining his goal(s), which methods are most effective,
what content is most satisfying; which materials are most
useful, what else teachers need to know.

There's evidence that adult and extension education is
using newer models developed in education: for example,
Wedemeyer, 1969; Raudabaugh, 1970; Farmer et al., 19703
Hale, 19703 Elliott, 1972. And, as work in this monograph
attests, some adult educators are striking out and developing
models that are better adapted to adult education. Many
of these models are coming from experiences in evaluating
programs for disadvantaged adults and evaluating other
specially funded federal programs.  _

Knowles (1970) suggests that evaluation is a much over-
emphasized sacred cow and that there's a conflict in values
going on. At one end of the spectrum is the emphasis on
"hard data" and values of such groups as experimental researchers
and cost accountants. At the other end of the spectrum is
an emphasis on self-actualization, artistic intuition, free
play of natural forces, and creative ambiguity. An adult

educator will choose the kind of svaluation that fits his philosophy.
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As adult and extension educators move beyond the concept of
program evaluation held in the 1960s, some may want to return
to the older literature of adult education. For example,
Kempfer suggests a framework for examining the prcgram in
terms of its comprehensiveness in comparison with the needs
of the community and suggest such questions as: What difference
does the program make in the life of the community? Are there
fewer broken homes? Less discrimination? Are adults be-
coming more competent in solving both their individual and
their group problems? Essert suggests criteria for desirable
self-growth as appropriate in evaluating the effectiveness of
adult education programs., Categories include: experience of
occupational achievement, experience of understanding,
experience of self-government, experience of close fellowship,
experience of intermittent solitude.

SOURCES: Committee on Evaluation. Program Evaluation in
Adult Education. Washington, D. C.: Adult
Education Associaticn of the U.S.A., 1952.

Thiede, Wilson. '"3valuation and Adult Education."
In Adult Education: Outlines of an Emerging
Field of University Study, Gale Jensen, A. A.
Liveright, and Wilbur Hallenbeck, eds. Washington,
D.C.: Adult Education Association of the U.S.A.,
1964.

Miller, Harry L., and Christine H. McGuire.
Evaluating Liberal Adult Education. Chicago:
Center for the Study of Liberal Education
for Adults, 1961.

Byrn, Darcie, ed. Evaluation in Extension.
Topeka, Kansas: H. M. Ives & Sons, Inc., 1959.

Sabrosky, Laurel. "Evaluation." In The Czoperative
Extension Serviece, H. C. Saunders et al. Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc. 1966,

Pp. 339-51.

Boyle, Patrick G., and Irwin R. Jahns. '"Program
Development and Evaluation." In Handbook of
Adult Education, Robert M. Smith, George F. Aker,
an¢ J. R. Kidd, eds. New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1970.

Sanders, H. C. .Instruction in the Cooperative
Extension Service. Baton Rouge, Louisiana:
- Louisiana State University and Agricultural
and Mechanical College, Publishers, 1972, pp. 76-87.

Houle, Cyril 0. The Design of Edueation. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1972, p. 231.

O P




i

— o

163

Axford, Roger W. Adult Education: The Open Door.
Scranton, Pennsylvania: International Textbook
Company, 1969.

Seaman, Don F., and Donnie Dutton. "Self Evaluation."
In Materials and Methods in Adult Education,
Chester Klevins, ed. Canoga Park, California: Klevens
Publications, Inc., 1972, pp. 265-~74.

Cass, Angelica W. Basic Education for Adulte.
New York: Association Press, 1971, PP. 153-57.
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Education Programs." American Journal of Pharmaceutical
Education, XXXIII (No. 5), 793-863.

Raudabaugh, J. Neil. "Evaluation As a Concept."
Presentation to the ECOP-EMIS Advisory Committee
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Farmer, James A., Jr., Ralph K. Sylvester, and Patrick
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Elliott, Elizabeth. "A Model for Evaluating Educational
Programs Aimed at Disadvantaged Families." Paper
presented at the Adult Education Research Conference,
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5.2 INSTRUCTIONAL EVALUATION APPROACHES
General education.

Precision in stating objectives facilitates instruction
and evaluation.

Particularly useful in evaluating changes in knowledge.

Specify objectives in very precise terms.

Much of the current work on objectives and many of the
recent interpretations of "educational" evaluation are
specific to the evaluation of instruction rather than
sufficiently broad as to encompass program evaluation.

However, examining scme of the more recent developments
in instructional evaluation is useful in that some programs
are made up primarily of instructional type activities (that
is, classes or courses) and some of the basic ideas in
instructional evaluation, for example, setting standards
of performance for objectives can be adapted to program
evaluation.

GOAL-REFERENCED Popham and Baker have succeeded in
INSTRUCTION translating a fairly complex
curriculum procedure into a model
acceptable to the average teacher. They suggest that a
goal-referenced instructional model has four main parts: !

1. Specification of objectives.

2. Preassessment.

o

3. Instruction.
4, Evaluation.

Objectives are to be stated in measurable learner behavior.
Two kinds of techniques can be used to judge the degree to
which the learner has attainad the .instructional objective:
(1) observation of behavior and (2 examination of products
that the learner will produce. Fcr example, observing the
student giving a speéch (behavior) or examining an essay or
test that he has written (product).

There are two dimensions to setting levels of performance
in regard to an objective. One is the level of performance
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for each student, the other is the level of performance
for a group of students. Examples of such standards are:
individual student, each student should attain scores

of at least 90; group of students, 90 percent of the
class should attain a score of 90 or better. Standards
should be set for the minimal acceptable attainment.

Objectives need to be sequenced for effective instruction.
This sequencing helps in later decisions about how attain-
ment will be evaluated. The following guides have been
suggested: :

1. Analyze objectives into content-behavior modules,
not just content.

2. Use guidance from a regularized scheme such as that
advocated by Gagné or Bloom.

3. To arrive at a first sequence, repeatedly ask the
question: "What does the learner need to be able
to do before he can perform this task?"

4. Clearly identify prerequisites not within your
instructional responsibility.

5. Where possible, empirically verify sequences generated.

After tentative objectives have been set, the teacher
should use preassessment procedures to determine how many of
those objectives are presently attained by the majority of
the students and where further emphasis is needed by the majority
and remedial work by a minority. Preassessment helps prevent
reteaching when such teaching isn't necessary and helps identify
where present emphasis should be placed. It also tests assump-
tions about the kinds of prerequisites students will be bring-
ing to the learning situation.

The preassessment helps identify whether differentiated
instruction is necessary. Such instruction provides two or
more tracts suited to the general abilities within the group.
Two of the most common ways of differentiating are: (1) setting
additional objectives for more advanced students or (2) identify-
ing more challenging means for accomplishing the same set of
objectives.

Evaluation at the end of the teaching sequence consists of
securing evidence either of the behavior of students or of
examining products of that behavior. This evidence can be
secured’ either under natural conditions or under man?pulated
conditions. Listening to grammar used at break time would
be an example of securing evidence under natural conditions.

;
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Tests are usually conducted under manipulated conditions
in that the teacher deliberately sets up the stimulus
condition. Tests are of two kinds. Some are norm
referenced. Others are criterion referenced. Norm-
referenced tests are those where irdividual scores are
interpreted in relationship to the scores of others.
Criterion-referenced tests compare performance to a set
criterion without regard to the scores of others. Criterion-
referenced evaluation of student performance differs from
the usual grading discrimination system. A criterion-
referenced approach to examining the performance of adult
students may be more appropriate than is the traditional
procedure of ccmparison with the work of others.

In a guidebook developed under contract to the Bureau
of Indian Affairs, Popham defines evaluation as the act
of asseseing merit by judgmentally comparing (1) the observed
result (performance data) of some educational enterprise
with (2) a desired standard or criterion of acceptability
(preference data).

He suggests two major roles for this type of evaluation:

Role One--Educational Needs Assessment. Determining the
desired ends of the educational system.

Role Two--Treatment Adequacy Assessment. Judging the
worth of educational means.

Formative. To improve the treatment as it's being
developer,

Summative. To compare the treatment with competitors.

The following guidelines for educational evaluators

are presented after a discussion of the key ideas involved
in the guideline: .

1. The educational evaluator should encourage the use
of instructional objectives that provide explicit
descriptions of the post-instructional behavior of
learners.

2., While recognizing that nonmeasurable goals will be of
limited use for his purposes, the educational evaluator
must be aware that instructors may wish to devote a
reasonable proportion of their efforts to the pursuits
of important but currently unassessable objectives.

3. The educational evaluator must identify criteria of
adequacy when. using instructional objectives that
“r. require constructed responses from learners.
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The educational evaluator should foster the use
of measurable objectives that possess content
generality rather than test-item equivalence.

Before the introduction of the instructional

. treatment, educational evaluators should strive to

establish minimal proficiency levels for instructional
objectives.

The educational evaluator will often find the taxonomies
of educational objectives useful both in describing
instructional objectives under consideration and in
generating new objectives.

The educational evaluator should consider the possibility
of selecting measurable objectives from extant collec-
tions of such objectives.

The educational evaluator should avoid the use of
norm-referenced measures, preferring instead
criterion-referenced measuring devices.

The educational evaluator should use domain-referesnced
achievement testing procedures when called on ta
generate test items for objectives or to determine

the content validity of -already developed test items.

The educational evaluator should encourage the use of
multiple criterion measures by generating alternative
schemes for assessing learner behaviors.

When the use of customary measuring tactics may produce
reactive effects, the educational evaluator should
employ unobtrusive measures.

The educational evaluator should be particularly
attentive to.unanticipated outcomes that result from
an instructional treatment, and should use such
outcomes in judging the merits of the “reatment.

The educational evaluator should clarify value
preferences of various groups regarding desired
educational goals by having sets of precisely
stated objectives rated by the individuals involved,
then translating these ratings into composite
indicators of each objective's worth.

The educational evaluator can compare preference and per-
formance data by contrasting preference ratings of
objectives with measures designed to assess the degree
to which learners have achieved those objectives.
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15. Whenever large scale measurement is required. the
educational evaluator should consider the ecc iomic
advantage of employing item-sampling and person-
sampling procedures.

16. In conducting formative evuluations, the educational
evaluator will find it useful to (a) employ small
samples of learners, (b) secure performance data
about terminal and en route objectives, and (c¢) use
designs such as the one-shot case study or the one
grovp pre-test/post-test design.

17. In conducting summative evaluations, the educational
evaluator should prefer the use of designs involving
randomized control groups, that is, the pre-test/post-
test control group design or the post-test only
control group design, but when randomization is
impossible can profitably employ the nonequivalent
control group design or the interrupted time series
design.

18. The educational evaluator should analyze data according
to the smallest independen. units available, frequently
leading to the use of classroom or larger units .rather
than individual pupil units.

19. The educational evaluator should, in general, prefer
descriptive statistics and estimation procedures
instead of statistical hypothesis testing procedures.

20. The educational evaluator should present decision makers
with a wide range of pertinent information so that
choices among alternatives can be made in a cost-effective-
ness context.

5 SOURCES: Popham, W. James, and Eva L. Baker. Syetematic
: Instruotions. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1971.

| - i Popham, W. James. An Evaluation Guidebook. Los -
Angeles: The Instructional Objectives Exchange, ‘
1972.
i
) EVALUATION AS A 1971 handbook by Bloom, Hastings,
FACILITATION OF and Madaus is concerned with putting
LEARNING the evaluation of instruction and the

evaluation of learning back together
and improving learning as a result. The handbook is viewed
as encompassing:

S
(et

i 1. Evaluation as a method of acquiring and processing
‘1 the evidence needed to improve the student's learning
o and the teaching.




o

TN

i

169

2. Evaluation as including a great variety of evidence
beyond the usual final paper and pencil examination.

3. Evalvation as an aid in clarifying the significant
goals and objectives of education and as a process
for determining the extent to which students are
developing in these desired ways.

4, Evaluation as a tool in education practice for ascertain-
ing whether alternative procedures are equally effective
in achieving a set of educational ends.

The authors present a two~dimensional figure showing the
relationships among analysis of the learners, instructional
decisions and evaluation (row headings); and student,
instructional process, and objectives (column headings).

The three stages of evaluation that correspond to the coluamn
headings and some of their activities are:

Initial Evaluation

1. Record of previous relevant achievement.
2. Diagnostic and placement tests.

3. Aptitude tests relevant to the choice of alternative
learning approactcs.,

waeng

formative Evaluation

1. Tests relevant to the structure of eac. learning
unit or task.

2. Analysis and diagnosis of what must still be learned.

3. Prescription of alternative learning materials
and approaches needed to master the unit or tasks.

Sumative Evaluation

1. o sample of the attainment of objectives and content
in the outcome model.

2. Analysis and diagnosis of extent t. which various
parts of the outcome model have been attained.

3. Analysis and diagnosis of extent to which each
learner has attained the outcomes on the table of
spec.fications,
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The outcome medel or table of specifications is a grid
that lists the key elements of content of the course or
unit on one dimension and the expected behaviors related
to that content on the other dimension. Cells are then
formed coupling behaviors with content to indicate potential
objectives. The cells actually used to frame the expected
outcomes are judged in terms of whether they are both
possible and desircble

SOURCE: Ploon, Benjamin S., J. Thomas Hastings, and George F.
Madaus. Handbook on Formative and Summative
Evaluation of Student Learning. New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1971.

Blaney, John P. "The Applicatiun of Formative and Summative
Evaluation Techniques to Short Term Adult Education
Courses." Paper presented at the Adult Education Research

*  Conference, Chicago, Illinois, 1972.

Popham, W. James, Flliot W. Eisner, Howard J. Sullivan, and
Louise L. Tyler. Instructional Objectives. AERA Monograph
Series on Curriculum Evaluation, No. 3. Chicago: Rand
McNally {6 Company, 1969. .

Evaluation Comment. Los Angelés: University of California,
Center for the Study of Evaluation. ‘ [Periodicall

Wilhelms, Fred T., ed, Evaluavion As Feedback and Guids.
Washington, D.C.: Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development, NEA, 1967.

Wittrock, M. and D, Riley. Evaluation of Inetruatwn. Isauecs
and Problems. New York: Holt, Rinehart and -
Winston, 1970.
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‘5.3 PROGRAM OBJECTIVES APPROACHES
Education and other social programs.,

This group of approaches combines objectives with other
elements such as criteria or program components.

Helpful in getting a broader understanding of how programs
achieve objectives.

Define the objec .ives and identify other relevant components.

A}

This set of evaluation frameworks either specifically
says it's concerned with objectives that go bsyond the
kind of objectives that arve found within » specific course
or instructional unit, or 1s so phrased that it can be
applied in a broader setting.

CRITERIA OF "Evaluation is the d. termination
SUCCESS (whether based on opinions, records,
APPROACH subjective or objective data) of the .

results (whether desirablie or un-
desirable; transient or permanent; immediate or delayed)
attained by some activity (whether- a program or part of a
program . . . an ongoing or one-shot approach) designed
to accomplish some valued goal or objective (whether ultinate,
intermediate, or i.amediate, effort or performance, long or
short range). This definition coatains four key dimensions:
(1) process--the 'determination,' (2) criteria--'the results,'
(3) stimulus--the 'activity,' and (4) value--the 'objective.'
The scientific method with its accompanying research techniques
then provides the most promising means for 'determining' the
relationship of the 'stimulus' to the 'objective' in
measureable 'criteria'."

Five general categories of criteria are suggested against
which the success or failure of a program may be evaluated.
Attention is given to a sequence of objectives from immediate
to intermediate to long range. An understanding of the
assumptions that underlie the objectives and a checking
of the validity of those assumptions is essential.

Five general categories of criteric according to which the
succese or failure of a program in attaining its immediate-,
intermediate-, or long-range objectiver may be evaluated are:
efjort, performanoe, adequacy of performance, efficiency,
and process.

——
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Effort. This category includes criteria concerned with
the quantity and quality of activity that takes place.
It deals with questions like: What was done? How well
was it done? This criterion area can be compared with
measuring the number of times a bird flaps its wings
without trying to determine how far it flies.

Performance. Criteria in this category are conce.ned
with the result of effort. Questions include: How
much is accomplished in terms of the immediate goals?
Did any change occur? Was the change the intended one?
Using this type of criteria is comparable to examining
how far the bird has flown instead of merely counting
the flappings of its wings.

Adequacy of Performance. This category of success
criteria deals with degree to which the effective performance
is adequate to the total need. How many of the people
who are potential users of the program actually are reached
and actually use it? How iuwuch impact has the program had on
the needs and problems that initiated it? Judgments based
on criteria in this category must also be conscious of
reality in terms of what can be expected with a given level
of knowledge and available resources. In terms of the.
analogy of the bird, this category is concerned with how
far the bird has flown compared to how far it needs to go.

Efficiency. Efficiency is concerned with the evaluation
of alternative paths or methods in +“erms of costs--money,
time, personnel, and public convenience. It represents
a ratio between effort and performance and deals with such
questions as: Is there any Lbetter way to attain the same
results? In the bird analogy, comparable questions would
be: Could the bird have arrived at his destination more
efficiently by some other means than flying the way he did?
Did he take advantage of air currents? Did he fly too high
or not high enough?

Process. The process dimension isn't parallel with the
other four categories, but is added because it helps make
sense out of evaluation findings. It helps locate weaknesses
anu identify whether the program can be improved or whether
it should be dropped.

Four dimensions of process are suggested: (1) the
attributes of the program itself, (2) the population
exposed to the program, (3) the situational context
in which the prograw takes place, and (4) the different
kinds of effecte produced by the program. Within the
attributes of the program, we search the component parts -
of the , ‘ogram for the one or ones that most contribute to
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or detract from success. The population dimension explores
such questions as: Which people are most affected by the
program? Who do you succeed in reaching and who don't you
reach? Who makes the best target population for a program--the
individual, “ke group, the public? Do you reach them as
ultimate tair,:t? The third dimension explores whether the
conditions greatly affect the success of the program. Could
the same program be set up under different conditions and be

as successful?

The fourth category, effects, can be broken down in various
ways: unitary or multiple effects, unintentional or side
effects, duration of effects, and type of effect. In each case,
being able to specify the components existing in the actual
program situation helps you better understand the success or
failure of the program.

SOURCE: Suchman, Edward A. Evaluative Research.
New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1967.

0-A-R Program performance is evaluated
MODEL by examining the effectiveness and
efficiency of the program. Evalua-
tion of both characteristics focus on the relationship of three
key components: objectives, activities, and resources. These
three components are defined as follows.

Objectives. A situation or condition of people or of
the environment that responsible program personnel corsider '
desirable to attain. (Objectives themselves include
ultimate objectives, program objectives, and subobjectives.)

Activity. Work performed by program personnel and
equipment in the service of an obiective.

Resources. Personnel, funds, materials, and facilities
availablie to support the performance of activity. The followirg
abbreviations are us:=d in the model:

A0 Attainment of objectives that can be attributed to
the program activity.

PO Proposed objectives for attainment through the
program activity.

AA  Actual activities performed.
PA Planned activities performed.

AR Actual resourncz expenditure.

PR Planned resource expendituvre.
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Effectiveness. In general, questions concerning
effectiveness are directed toward assessing the extent
to which a planned or intended objective has been attained
as a result of program activity. An analysis is thus
suggested in which the proportion of attainment of program
objectives that's attributable to program activity (AC) is
compared with the desired level, which during the planning
process, the planners had proposed would result from the
program activity (PO). Program effectiveness is denotec
as the ratio, AO:PO. However, two subordinate measures
must be considered to determine the soundness of the
assumptions. One is the extent to which the activity has
been carried out and has used resources in the way planned.
In other words, the ratio of actual activities to pianned
activities, AA:PA. The second is the ratio of the actual
expenditure of resources to the planned expenditure, AR:PR.

Efficiency. Efficiency is the ratio between an output
and an input, AO:AR. The reverse, AR:AO, yields_a measure
of average cost. These measures of overall efficiency may
be interpreted by examining two inteimcdiate efficiency
measures: activities performed to yresources expended,
AA:AR or AR:AA; ani objectives attained to activities
performed, AO:AA or AA:A0.

Continuois evaluation measures can be obtained in the
following sequence:’

1. The extent to which resources are being expended
as planned,; AR:PR.

2. The extent to which activities are being performed
in the quantity and quality planned, AA:PA and
the efficiency of resource expenditures, AA:AR.

3. The net attainment of selected subobjectives,
AOsub:POsub and efficiency of subobjective attain-
ment, Osub:Rsub and Osub:Asub.

4, Program effectiveness, AO:PO; program efficiency,
AO:AR:; and activity efficiency, AO:AA.

SOURCE: Deniston, O. L., et al. "Evaluation of Program
Efficiency." Public Health Reports, LXXXIII
(No. 7, 1968).

CRITERIA AND ' This outline for the evaluation process

OBJECTIVES looks as though it should have been
included in the section on program
models. However, the process is applied primarily to the
purpose and objectives of the program.

174
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Purpose of Evaluation.

a. Improving a program or specific component of a
program.

. be Proving value and importance of a program.

Criteria Selection.

The criteria used will depend largely on the program
characteristics being evaluated. The program characteris-
tics most frequently evaluated are:

a. Effectiveness.

b. Efficiency.

c. Suitability.

d. Inportance.

Preparation for Evidence Collection.

a. Determine program characteristic(s) to be evaluated
(mentioned above).

b. Determine-what program level or component is to
be evaluated.

c. Determine program stage(s) to be evaluated.
1) Program determination.
2) Program preparation.
3) Program implementation.
4) Program evaluation.
Evidence Colleotion.
a. Sources of evidence.
b. Evidence collecting methods and devices.
c. When to collect the information.
d. #Who should be involved in collecting evidence.

Analycie and Interpretation.

a. Organizing and ‘clrssifying evaluation data.
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b. Making comparisons and judgments.
6. Reporting and Use.
a. Identify audience(s).
b. Identify how the report will be used.
c. Report format.

Criter: 1 are derived from the objectives. Generally -
it's more difficult to develop criteria for high level
(more general) objectives such as those that describe the
purpose of a program than it is to deveiop them for
specific instructional objectives.

Efficiency is discussed in terms of alternative methods
for securing the same objective. Suitability deals with
the appropriateness of the objectives. Importance deals
with the overall value of what's accomplished through
attaining these particular objectives.

SOURCE: Matteson, Harold R. The Process of valuating
Vocational Educational Programs in Agriculture.
Instructional Series No. 3. Madison, Wisconsin:
University of Wisconsin, Department of Agricultural
and Extension Education, Pebruary, 1972,

LOCALLY DIRECTED Byram and Robertson present a framework
EVALUATION that starts with objectives and gathers
evidence about how well they've been

attained. Emphasis should be on the program objectives and
philosophy of education. Objectives of cour-e and instruction-
al units contribute to but don't constitute program objectives.
The next steps deal with formulating criterion questions;
identifying and obtaining evidence; analyzing, in*erpreting,
and reporting information; and formulating and implementinrg
recommendations. The process includes examination of input,
process, and community needs.

The unique contribution of this particular model is that it
recommerds that the evaluation involve local people (staff and
citizens) in making the evaluation. They list the following
essential eiements in local evaluatiqn:

1. A commitment to the evaluation effort by the Jocal
administration.

2. A strategically placed local‘leadership team.

3. An active staff steering committee.
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"

k. A functioning citizens' committee, advisory to the
staff.

5. An allocation of time to the leadership team.

6. Training in research and evaluation procedures.

7. Communications and visibility.

8. Qualified consultant service.

' SOURCE: Byram, Harold M., and Marvin Robertson. Locally

Directed Evaluation of Loeal Vocational Education
Programs. East Lansing, Michigan: Michigan
State University, College of Education, Depart-

ment of Secondary Education and Curriculum,
March, 1970.

OHIO Most attainment of objectives models
MODEL are applied to specific local programs.

However, models have been developed to
apply the approach at a state or national level.

Ohio reviewed existing methodological approaches to .the
evaluation of vocational education and formulat~d a system
that included:

1. Program objectives and measurable goal statements.

2. A data set, instrumentation, and procedures to
measure the effectiveness of efforts to achieve
specific program goals.

3. The means by which the evaluation system would be
articulated with large.- management systems of state
divisions of vocational education.

A prerequisite was that the system be designed for self-initiated
evaluation that would contribute to decision making involved
in state level program planning. A second was that it be a
continually operative mechanic so tha* program plans might
be adjusted wherever required by changes in the field situation.
The model integrated evaluation and program planning and is
called the Evaluation~Program Planning Cycle.

The goal statements for each objective were formulated
to permit measurement of the extent to which: (1) target
~opulations of concern are being served and (2) local
programs of vocational education assure program comprehensive-
ness, relevance to desired program outcomes, quality, and
assessability.
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The data sets were designed to provide quantitative
indicators of: (1) target population needs, (2) the
effectiveness of training outcomes, (3) school and
community characteristics, and (4) the relationships be-~

tween vocational education .program processes and training
outcomes.

State level program planners require evaluation results
to plan and redirect agency activities and to selectively
allocate the personnel and financial resources required
3 to accomplish these activities. The data were organized

in ways that would have the greatest usefulness for

these management operations. Data were organized according
to:

-

‘ 1. Program sectors--public, private.

Program levels--secondary, post-secondary, adult.

Program areas--trade and industrial, agricultural, etc.
4, Facility types--area vocational school, seccndary
school.
' 5.

Student characteristics and experiences--equal
opportunity data, cooperative work exp~riences, etc.

6. Schools.

Three efficiency factors received attention during the
process of formulating the data set:

1. The time frame required for collecting the data.

2. The costs to the state agency of carrying out

data collection procedures.
3./’Personnel required to manage the data collections.

SOURCE: Starr, Harold, et al. A System for Stat. Evaluati m -
of Vocational Education. Research Series No. 58. ,
Washington, D.C.: U. S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, Office of Education,

Bureau of Research, May, 1970.

PROGRAM PLANNING
BUDGETING SYS™SM
(PPBS)

PPBS (Program Planning Budgeting

System) is one way that objectives

have been uses in administration
models.

PPBS has four major phases: (1) planming, which is
concerned with generating program objectives; (2) progrumming,

oot S bt s
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which is concerned with the preparation of alternative sets
of activities and services to achieve program objectives,

(2) budgeting, which is involved with the formulation of
detailed plans, accounting, and reporting; and (4) evaluating,
which is concerned with progress outputs and effectiveness

of programs.

This form of budgeting requires that projecisd outcomes and
evidence of past results be presented along with budget requests.
It requires that cost-benefit analysis be done to compare the
efficiency of one proposal with another.

At the federal level it involves:
1. Appraisals and comparisons of various government

activities in terms of their coatributions te
national objectives.

-

2. Determination of how given objectives can be attained
with a minimum expenditure of resources.

3. Projection of government activities over an adequate
time horizon.

4, Comparison of the relative contribution of private
and public activities to national objectives.

5. Revisicns of objectives, programs, and budgets in
the light of experience and changing circumstances.

The model was introduced at the federal level and has bkeen
adopted at state and local levels.

SOURCES: Novick, David, ed. Program Budgeting.
Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University
Press, 1965.

Alioto, Robert, and J. A. Jungherr. "Using PPBS
to Overcome Taxpayers® Resistance." In
- Emerging Patterns of Administrative Aczountability,
. Lesley H. Browder, Jr., ed. Berkeley, California:
McCutchan Publishing Corporation, 1971, pp. 252-59. .

SYSTEM VARIABLES Another kind of modeling relates
APPROACHES objectives to the program and/or
‘ other factors.

NEA One of the first major approaches
Model to broadening the Tyler model came
when Taba and Saw.n introduced a
model developed by the Association for' Supervision and
Curriculum Develcpment of the National Education Association.
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Taba and Sawin listed the following weaknesses of evaluation

as carried on in the schools: (1) the objectives that form

the basis for evaluation are usually too narrow, (2) the

range of instruments and devices that are being used is

often too limited, (3) the focus of attention has been on the

end product rather than on process and has-resulted in

inadequate knowledge of the processes by which the end products

are attained, (%) results have often been interpreted with- ~
out adequate information about factors which affect learning -
and achievement, and (5) results of evaluation haven't been

adequately translated into curriculum decisions.

TN

They proposed four major categories arranged on the four
sides of the square. Objectives are on the top of the
square with evidence of pupil behavior pertaining to the
} objectives on the bottom. Evidence of teaching-learning
operations and evidence of nonschool factors affecting learn-
ing complete the other two sides of the square.

SOURCE: Taba, Hilda, and Enoch Sawin. "A Proposed Model of
Evaluation." Educational Leadership, XX
(October, 1962), 57-59ff.

Cube Hammond's model presents relationships
Models in a three-dimensional cube. One
dimension is the behavioral dimensicn

with objectives classified into three types: cognitive,
affective, and psychomotor. The other two dimensions are the
instructional dimension (organization, content, method,
facilities, and cost) and the inetitutional dimension
(student, teacher, administrator, educational specialist,
family, and community). The sub-items within the dimensions
represent types of variables that may need to be considered
in setting objectives and in examining the effectiveness
of programs in meeting those objectives.

Armstrong &1d his colleagues from the EPIC Evaluation
Center at Tucsou use a similar cube. They say that the
institutional, instructional, and behavioral elements all
should be considered when objectives are written and tueir
attainment evaluated. In addition, they add the variables
of measurement, time needed, and proficiency level.

SOURCES: Hammond, Robert L. Evaluation at the Local Level.
. Columbus, Ohio: Ohio State University Evaluation
Center, 1967.

Armstrong, Robert, et al. '"A Scheme for Evaluation."
In Educational Accountability Through Evaluation,
E. Wayne Roberson, ed. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey.
Educational Technology Publications, 1971.
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Information Nelson suggests that there are three
Domains main domains from which information
about how a developing curriculum
attains its objectives is gathered. They are:

Ingredienfs ’ Processes Product
Learning matérials Teaching acts Student
Teachers Learning activities Teacher
Students School environment School
Schools Parent
Community

SOURCE: Nelson, Orville. "The Evaluation System for the
Americun Industry Secondary School Courses."
Paper presented at the AVERA program at the
AVA Convention in Dallas, Texas, December, 1968.

TYPES OF The categorization of types of
EVALUATION evzivation as used by the Office
of Economic Opportunity is proposed.
Those four categories are: program impact evaluation, program
strategy evaluation, project evaluation, and project rating.

Program Impact Evaluation. Assessment of the overall
effectiveness of a program in meeting its objectives or the
relative effectiveness of two or more programs in meeting
common objectives. The usual objective of program impact
evaluation is to help policy makers in reaching decisions
on program funding levels or on possible redirection of
the program.

Program impact evaluation depends on the definition and
measurement of appropriate output variables and on the
use of appropriate comparison groups. Enviromnmental and
process data aren't usually essential.

Program Strategy Evaluation. Assessment of the relative
effectiveness of different techniques used in a national
program. The usual objective of program strategy evaluation
is to inform program managers of the relative effectiveness
of the different strategies or methods used by projects in
the national pr-ogram.

Program strategy evaluation depends on definition and
measurement of appropriate environmental, input, pr~ress,
and output variables selected on the basis of suitable
analytic models.
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Project Evaluation. Assessment of the effectiveness of an
individual project in achieving its stated objectives. This
form of evaluation is required in many federal programs and
is often carried out by the project itself. Project
evaluation requires measurement of the important output
variables &5 well as the use of comparison groups.

Project Rating. Assessment of the relative effectiveness
of different local projects in achieving program objectives.
The usual objective of project rating is to provide program
managers with information on the relative success of local
projects operating within a national program. In most cases,’
it will make sense to rate projects against one another only
if they're operating in similar environment.

Project rating depends on definition and measurement of
environmental variables and relaiively inexpensive cutput
measures (for example, measure of short-term impact).

Each of the four categories can vary in the amount of
detail considernd and the level of decision making involved.
The relative importauce of the four aiso will vary from
program to program and over time, as will th~ feasibility
of conducting such evaluation.

Feasibility should be examined before evaluation is
attempted. Whether evaluation is feasible depends on: type
of evaluation wanted, availability of theory and measures
suitable for the type of evaluation desired, time available
for evaluation, availability of suitable comparison groups,
feasibility of collecting the required data on program
participants and members of appropriate comparison groups.
In general, evaluation is more “:asible when inputs are
tightly controlled or when the «ffect of the program can be
expected to be "large" compared to that of other forces
that will be operating. »

Monitoring is always feasible from a methodological
standpoint. Feasibility of the four types of program
evaluaticn depends on whether suitable measures are avail-
able. Project rating is usualy feasible. Its main problem
will be devising suitable systems for classifying the environ-
ments within which rrojects are operating. Program impact
evalvation will usuaily be methodology feasible.

3

It's usually-impossible or too costly to learn enough

from the evaluation of one local project to say with confidence
whether the project--or other forces--actually caused the
effects measured. For example, success may be due to the
charismatic teacher,
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Related activities that aren't accepted by the author as
being evaluation include:

Monitoring. The assessment of managerial and operational
efficiency of programs or projects, through periodic site
visits and other management techniques. The usual objective
of monitoring is to give program managers impressiviistic
data about how their projects are going, to see if they're
being run efficiently, if they're following program guide-
lines, if they have competent staff in individual projects.

Reporting Systems. Routine reporting from state or local
level isn't evaluation, but may furnish useful data on services
provided, populations served, and costs of providing services.
In some cases, it may ue justifiable to spend evaluation funds
to defray state and local costs of providing such data, as well
as follow-up data on specified samples of program or project
participants, when the data are required to meet clearly
specified evaluation needs.

Cost Analysis. Program managers often have good information
on the cost (to the federal government) of providing services
through a program. Comparative analysis of costs by project,
by groups of projects, or by program is essential in good
evaluation as well as a valuable management tool in itself.

SOURCE: Wholey, Joseph, et al. Federal Evaluation Policy:
Soetal Evaluation by Federal Agencies.
Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1970,
ppo 1-9-
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5.4 OBJECTIVES: CATEGORIZATIONS AND CRITERIA
General education.

Part of the difficulty in evaluatirg the attainment of
objectives is the difficulty in setting and using objectives.
Recent efforts recognize the importance of better under-
standing the phenomena that are objectives.

Particularly useful when people are having troubie -setting,
using, and evaluating the attainment of objectives.

Examine the objective and establish its relationship to
other objectives.

Because objectives are the central focus of this approach
to program evaluation, the nature of their being must be
well understood. Various attempts have been made to describe
and categorize kinds of objectives, that is, develop
models of types of objectives.

OBJECTIVES AS Objectives may b=« considered ag a

SYSTEMS AND system. They hzve thiee interrelated

PARTS OF SYSTEMS parts: - (1; the content or the "what"

of the objective; (2) the type of

behavior or action expected in relation to that content or the
"what's he supposed to do with it" component; and (3) the "who"
and "how many" components that indicate who's supposed to
attain the objective. The three parts interact together
and depict the "whole" of the learning that's expected to
occur,

Each of these three parts hook into other systems. The
"who" and "how many" hook into the socio-psychclczical en-
tities that are learners. The content hooks into systems
for analyzing and categorizing content. Gagnd, the authors
of the taxonomies of educational objectives, and Brunner have
been particularly helpful in clarifying how various types
of content (concepts, facts, chains of specifics, etc.)
relate to each other and constitute a knowledge or attitude
system. Furst, Mager, and the taxonomists have also been
helpful in seeing how various kinds of behavior fit together
into a whole range of behavior.

Understanding how the parts of the system making up an
objective fit into knowledge, attitude, and behavior systems
makes it easier to determine the best way to examine whether
the change specified in the objective has occurred.
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SOURCES: Furst, Edward J. Consiructing Evaluation Instruments.
New York: Longmans, Green, 1958.

Mager, Robert F. Goal Analysis. Felmont, California:
Fearon Publishers/Lear Siegler, Inc., Educational
Division, 1972.

Mager, Robert F. Preparing Ingtructional Objectives.
Felmont, California: Fearon Publishers/Lear
Siegler, Inc., Educational Division, 1962.

Krathwohl, D. R., B. S. Bloom, and B. B. M~ sia.
Taxonomy of Educationil Objectivee: The
Classification of Edi 2ational Goals. Handbook 2:
Affective Domain. New York: McKav, 1964.

Bloom, Benjamin S., ed. Taxonomy cf Educational
Objectives: The C(Classificatior of Educational
Goals. Handbook l: Cognitive domain. New York:
McKay, 1956. ‘ .

/ .pe .
Gagne, R. M. The Conditions of Learming. New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, .956.

Bruner, J. S. Toward a Theory of Instruction.
Cambridge, Massachusetts: ‘larvard University
Press, 1966.

Although written as an individual uait, an objective seldom
stands completely alone. Individual cbjectives usually are
part of some type of network. They usually make up a net-
work in the sense that a set of objec:iives at the same levels
are stated for a particular activity. Although defining
separate things, there often is a definite relationship
among them. For example, cognitive, psychomotor, and affective
objectives are closely interwoven. Adults usually don't
bother to exert the effort taken to master content or perfect
skills unless they believe in what they are mastering.
Sometimes objectives at the same level involve sequence. One
has to be accomplished before its possible to accomplish the
next. Often a major objective involves a whole package of
more specific objectives each of which is essential to the
attainment of the larger objective.

The aature of the interrelationships must be understood
to adequately evaluate whether objectives have been attained.
Two major ways of looking at relationships are longitudinally
and hierarchically.

.
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LEVEL AND Suchman discusses the relationship
TIME SEQUENCE of immediate objectives, intermediate
OF OBJECTIVES objectives, and ultimate objectives.

He points out that chains of objectives
exist linking objectives at different levels. The chain includes

the idealized objectives or broad missionh statements at one end and
specific tasks at the other.

Suchman also stresses that assumptions underlying the
validity of each level of objectives and assumptions regard-
ing the relationship between levels may need to be rechecked.

Taylor and McGuire model a procedure by which broad
objectives become specific student outcomes. They use four
stages in their model: (1) broad objectives derived from
societal and professjonal pressures, (2) interpretations
into behavioral objectives, (3) translation into forms
suitable for the classroom environment, and (4) student
outcomes. They view curriculum evaluation as including
data of two kinds: (1) objective descriptions of the goals,
environments, personnel, methods and content; and immediate-
and long-range outcomes; and (2) recorde¢d pev:ional judgments
of the quality and appropriateness of goals, inputs, and out-
comes.,

SOURCES: Suchman, Edward A. Evaluative Research. New York:
Russell Sage Foundation, 1967.

McGuire, Thomas O. "Decisions and Curriculum Objectives:
A Methodology for Evaluation." Alberta Journal
of Educational P2gearch, XV (March, 1969), 17-30.

Taylor, Peter A., and Thomas 0. McGuire. "A
Thecretical Evaluation Model." Manitoba
Journal of Educational Research, I (1966),
12-17.

These are only a few examples of the kind of modeling that
must be done to understand the nature of objectives in a
program. Program objectives are usually broader than are
objectives that guide instruction. The relationships be-
tween the two must be clear.

KINDS OF OBJECTIVES Instructional models limit themselves
OPERATING WITHIN only to objectives dealing with learners
A PROGRAM behavior. However, a program may have
additional kinds of objectives. For
example, programs usually include: mesulte objeetives,
teacher objectives, and administrative or program maintenance
objectives. ‘
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Results Objectives. May be of several types. Two of
the most common are: (1) learner-centered objestives that
indicate what change is to take place in the learners as a
result of instructicn, and (2) society-centered objectives
that specify what wiil happen to society as a result of
program.

Teacher Objectives. These objectives state what the
teacher is going to do. They're usually the other side
of the coin from the learner objectives. They include
such things as: helping the student distinguish between
two methods of work or motivating the least responsive
members of the group to take an active part.

Administrative or Program Maintenance Objectives. These
objectives are institutional in nature, are concerned with
program maintenance or instrumental objectives that focus
on the mechanism that provides the program.

This category includes objectives dealing with improved
procedures, increased enrollments, improved contextual
features and personnel,

111 thkvee types of the objectives are legitimate and
should be evaluated for their attainment.

Learner-centered objectives may be further examined in
terms of their origin. Sources may include:

1. Objectives set by the learner himself.

2. Objectives set by the representativés of the expected
learners.

3. Objectives recommended by those who know the expected
- learmers very well.

4. Objectives recommended by a larger dociety or a
particular pressure group who want to see .another
group make certain changes.

5. Objectives set by a subject-matter expert in terms of
what the learmer should know about the subject.

6. Objectives set by the "think group" of an agency to
carry out the-expected mission of the agency.

7. Objectives set by teachers from thin air or drawing
from any of the other sources.
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Just because an objective is phrased in terms of the
learner doesn't mean that it's an objective that's originating
vith any of the learners who actually take part. Supposedly
the?r act of participation meaus that they accept the
objectives that have been announced. However, that's not
always the case.

There may be several different and conflicting sets of
learner objectives functioning in any learning situation.
Some of them will be stated. Others won't. For example,
the agency head may think that one set of learner's objectives
is guiding the program. The teacher may have developed a
set of learner's objectives based on her experience with the
discipline, and the learners themselves mey have quite
heterogeneous sets of objectives rneither agreeing with what
+the teacher has set or with each other.

SOURCE: Steele, Sara M., and Robert E. Brack. "Evaluating
the Attainment of Objectives: Process, Problems
and Prospects." [Manuscript in process.]

ADDITIONAL '

REFERENCES: Uhl, Norman P. Identifying Institutional Goals.
Durham, North Carolina: National Laboratory
for Higher Education, 1971.

Peterson, Richard E. The Crisis of Purpose:
Definition and Uses of Ingtitutional Goals.
Princeton, New Jersey: Educational Testing
Service, 1971.

CHARACTERISTICS Another way of getting a feel for
OF OBJECTIVES the phenomena that's called objectives
is by identifying the characteristics
of objectives and trying to see how those characteristics
affect their use and the evaluation of their attainment.

Houle defines objectives as the actual intended result
of learning and not just a mere formal expression of that
intention. He suggests that objectives have the Following
attributes that affect programming.

1. Objec*ives are essentially rational.

2. An objectiwve is practical. The ultimate test of an
objective lsn't validity but achievability.

3. Objectives lie at the end of actions designed to -
lead to them.

4. Objectives are usually pluralistic and require the
use of judgment to provide a proper balance in their .
accomplishment.

- ]
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5. Objectives are hierarchial.

6. Objectives are discriminative.
7. Objectives change during the learning process.

Warner refers to the characteristics of intangibility,
change, number, continuousness, and remoteness as being
barriers to using objectives effectively in managing programs.

SOURCES: Houle, Cyril O. The Design of Education.
San Francisco: Jossey Bass, Inc., 1972.

Warner, W. Keith. '"Problems in Measuring the
Goal Attainment of Voluntary Organizations."
Journal. of Adult Education, XIX (No. 1, -1967).




GROUP 6
ResuLTs--EVALUATION oF QUTCOMES AND EFFECTS

OVERVIEW:

How do you see beyond your objectives and look at what else is happening

as a result of your programs? A growing number of approaches are dealing : !
with outcomes and effects that include but go further than just looking

at results related tc the specific objectives of the program. These types of

evaluation strategies are corcerned with articipated and unanticipated results,

direct and indirect results, and benefits and harmful consequences. They

vary considerably in their approach and coverage. Some of the material

included in this section "mcdel" the nature of results, some deal with

procedures for examining results.

'EXAMPLES INCLUDED:

@ Goal free evaluation compares the resiults achieved with the original
need as a way of establishing program effectiveness.

® In the zomes of resulte approach, three sources of information about
results are identified and data-gachering devices that can be used
most effectively are discussed.

® The multiple dinensions of program effectiveness approach identifies
various ways efifectiveness can be defined.

@ The multiple change approach classifies kinds of results expected
in community development programs and indicates sources of information.

® Effectivencss of methods provides an example of how results
data were usec to examine the "payoff" of various kinds of programming
methods.

e Impact evaluction looks at the long-range achievements of a program.

® Social indicatore are used as a means of measuring community progress.

@ Institutional cvaluation provides a framework for evaluating
multi-course curricula.

® Publioe policy approach provides a framework for looking at the
relationship ¢f programming to public policy.

o Research nodele review a traditional approach to results evaluation.
190
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® Efficiency examinations discuss the role of cost-benefit analysis
"~ of results.

® Accountability deals with the concept of stewardship and identifies
related activities.

GENERAL ADVANTAGES:

¢ Examination that includes a full spectrum of results gives us
a better understanding of the actual effects of programs.

@ Such approaches deal with the complexity and dynamism of human
nature.

o Examining results in a systematic way helps us become more realistic
in our expectations of programs.

GENERAL CAUTIONS:

i @ Because of the extensive range in results, when resources are limited,
some means such as original problem or need, mission of the agency,

, or prediction of the most crucial positive and negative results, must
! be used to narrow the scope of results data that will be gathered.

@ Standards are needed for interpreting what amount or results it's
reasonable to expect from various amounts of program inputs with
participants of sele:ted characteristics (examples; task oriented

, compared with socially oriented; less than high school education
§ compared with college graduates).

9 Clear patterns of organizing and managing results data must be
set up well in advance of collection. Otherwise, the data
‘ | may Lecome fragmented and not build a clear and coherent picture.




6.1 GOAL FREE EVALUATION
ORIGIN Evaluation of educational innovations.

ESSENCE Results of programs are judged against the originating
need. Cost of producing those results is considered in
relation to costs of alternatives.

USE Particularly helpful in situations where objectives are
not clear or are unrealistic. Helpful too as a means of
examining objectives to see if they limited the potential
of th: program, that is, is it able to produce more than
was originally expected from it?

STARTING Examine a profile of the needs that the program is addressed to.
POINT

DESCRIPTION . One of the more often talked about and controversial
models emerging in education is goal free evaluation,
GFE. Such evaluation starts without referring to the
objectives of the program. If they are used, they're used
after the data are in to see which of the results that.
emerged actually were intended. The base for determining
what data to collect is a profile of identified needs.
Actual effects are then compared with these needs rather
than with the cbjectives. The model emerged through experience
in evaluating products of research and development centers
where it was discovered that sometimes the side effects
were of greater value than the intended effects.

The work of evaluation is viewed primarily as an
activity of condensation that includes two major stages--
compreggion and credertialing. A mass of data and
observations about a program are condensed through various
means (compression) until judgments as to the value and
worth of the program can be made (credentialing).

The steps in the process have been identified as follows:

1. Characterizing--explore questions like: What is it?
What's the situation? What's actually occurring?

2. Clarification--specify type of conclusions wantéd: effects?
Comparative effects?

3. Causation--dealing with effects.
4, Comprehensive check of consequences--pick up side effects.

5, Criteria-~qualities that are meritorious. ‘
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6. Costs--was it worth money that went into it? Is it
more or less expensive than other ways of getting
the same results?

7. Critical comparisons and competitors--do cost aralysis
on them also.

8. Credentialing--refer back to need assessment, attach
merit, inferential step, putting stamp of approval
on it.

9. Conclusions--as identified 'in #2.

Evaluation of effects may be concerned with any or all of
the following:

Immediate Performance-~Changes In

1. Knowledge. .
2. Comprehension or understanding.
3., Motivation (attitudes, values, effect).

4, Nonmental abilities (perceptual, psychomotof,
motor, social skills).

5. Long-range changes.

Secondary Effects On

1. The teacher.

2. The teacher's colleagues.
3. Other students.

4. Administrators.

5. Parents.

6. The school.

7. The taxpayer. .

I1f, when the Jata are examined, results that coincide
with the stated objectives are stronger and more conclusive
than other resulte, this is particularly good evidence that
the program was well designed to attain certain objectives.
However, other results aren't lost in the process.
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Evaluation is seen as an activity by which performance
data are gathered and combined with a weighted set of
goal scales to yield either comparative or numerical
ratings, and as the justification of the instruments,
goals, and ratings. Cost analysis is essential to explain
the basic question of whether it was worth the resources
that went into it.

The goal of such evaluation is the answering of questions about
value or worth. Usually, this goal is accomplished more
effectively if comparisons are made between alternative
programs rather than by comparing participants with those
who haven't participated in any program of this type.

Scriven, Michael S. "The Methodology of Evaluation." In
Perspectives of Curriculum Evaluation, Ralph W. Tyler,
Robert Gagn€, and Michael Scriven, eds. AERA Monograph
Series on Curriculum Evaluation, No. 1. Chicago: Rand
McNally & Co., 1967.

Scriven, Michael. "Prosz and Cons About Goal-Free Evaluation."
Evaluation Comment (December, 1972), III.

Notes from AERA Concepts of Evaluation Workshop, Portlénd,
Oregon, October 19-20, 1972.
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6.2 ZONES OF RESULTS

Adult education.

Results need to be examined within the learning setting,
in real life during the course of the les- - ~¢ -4 in
real life at an interval after the compl c e
learning activity.

Helpful in identifying sources of information.

List the kind of results expected at various times.

"Formative evaluation" discovers whether the instructional
methods are producing the desired result on course, providing
information on what works with whom and what additional train-
ing is required. When a prototype is being developed, it
reveals what revisions in the course must be done to produce
the desired result (for examp’e, lesson changes, sequencing
changes, added lessons, substituted lessons, needed training
techniques, etc.) and other modifications while the course
is going on. "Summative evaluation"” provides information on
the total impact of the course.

This model for examining the results of a program identifies
three main zones that are relevant in programs for adults.
They are:

Zong 1--Study of Results As Evidenced Within the Class or
Program Activities. Simulation, role playing, and gaming
a.e used to trigger ¢vidence of results within the actual
program.

Zone 2--Application in Real Life. Information is secured
about how adults are using information in real life as the
program of course progresses.,

Zone 3--Follow-Up Study. Interview and evaluation
procedures are used at various periods after the course.
The extent of success of transfer to real life while in the
course and after the course should be compared.

This approach is particularly interested in the development
of programs that will be distributed and used in many loca-
tions and as result focus on results at various stages in
the development process. The following questions are suggested
as a guide to further development.

——onins
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a. Which of the behavioral changes specified for the
students actually occur as a result of the course?

b. What behavioral changes actually occur as a result
of the course, but aren't specified in the objectives?

c. In what respects does the course fail to provide the
opportunity necessary for the students to achieve the
specified behavioral changes?

d. What changes specified for the course are a function
of time (no training)?

e, Does academic upgrading only result in the same be-
havioral changes as thcse specified in the course
combined with a sequential course?

f. Assuming that students have expectations for a
"traditional learning setting," will the provision
of such a setting result in more efficient develop-
ment of specified behavioral change?

g. How do the techniques of skill training produce
specified behavioral changes more efficiently than
those techniques in the present course?

h. In what ways does the precision required fo:r the
implementation of tne techniques of skill training
refine the definition of the behavioral objectives
in the course?

i. In what ways do the written lesson materials fail to
give adequate guidance to the coach for effective
lesson implementation (timings, sequence of lessons,
clarity of direction, completeness of direction).

j. What skills do the coaches lack to objectively
achieve behavioral change in students?

The model describes a variety of kinds of data and means
of securing data in relation to one or more of the zones.
Each dascription of a data collection approach has four parts:
purpose, criteria, decisions,. and procedure, as illustrated
in the following example that discusses direct observation

_as a method of securing data.

Purpose. To identify behaviors that occur in response
to specific lessons, teachers, and other student behavior.

Criteria. The behaviors must be observable: word,
movement, facial expression, body attitude, assoclations
with other persons in the learning group. The observer
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doesn't rate the quality of a behavior; he notes only its
presence and in the report offers an interpretation of the
behavior.

Decisions.

1.

2,

The teacher may use these records to modify his teacher
behaviors to bring about desired changes in his group.
He uses them immediately.

The lesson developer uses the rzcords to substitute
new directions in the written lesson materials or to
add new directions if he can establish the relevance
between the noted behavior and the lesson.

The observations provide the empirical basis for
the description of the theoretical course model.
These observations will determine the retention and
modification of the model.

Procedure, All training groups are observed through all
lessons by trained observers. A behavior analysis that
reflects behaviors expected in the lesson is used as a guide
by the observer. He records a summary of behaviors exhibited
by each group member at the end of each session.

Lamrock, A. L., A. D. Smith, and P. W. Warren. "Evaluation:
Its Scope and Systems for Evaluation Development."
Paper prepared for meeting of research directors of NewStart
Corporations, Ottawa, Saskatchewan, March, 1971.
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6.3 MULTIFLE CHANGE APPROACH

International development programs.

Four kinds of results, six dimensions, and four major
sources of information are outlined.

Particularly useful in programs with goals that go
beyond the parficular participants.

Determine the type(s) of results that can be expected from
the program.

This model was designed for examining international
development programs.

It suggests that several kinds of changes are needed
for development to occur--psychological changeg in
motivation and attitudes; educational changes in know-
ledge, concepts, and skills; teehnological changes, new
methods of production, organization, administration, and
distribution; and 8ociological changee, relations among
persons or groups.

The model distinguishes between first approach or the
immediate oljective of the program, and more fundamental
changes brought about as a result of the first approach.

For example, a project that focuses on use of fertilizer
might pe evaluated only on whether the farmer applied more
fertilizer this year. Progressively more fundamental,
however, might be the following types of changes that might
come from the program. Does he buy fertilizer at commercial
prices in subsequent years? Is he more willing to try other
new practices? Is he more willing to support or cooperate
in the development of new agricultural techniques?

Kinds of results sought by programs can be classified as
follows:

Impersonal resultg--legislation adopted, a remedy for a
disease developed.

Administrative results--policies or procedures changed,
inrtitutions strengthened.

Resultes involving persons:

1. Changes in information, attitudes, and skills.

[
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2.

3.

Actions and habits of individuals or groups.

Changes in social structure or relationships.

C‘har.lgee in economic and social conditions resulting from
actions taken by individuals or groups.

Changes in eapital resources.

The standards by which development projects should be
judged successas or failures may be considered in terms
of six major dimensions: '

1.

2,

3.

&
.

5.

The kind of results sought (including their
permanence and spread).

The side effects produced.

The area of activity and the area of influence
where the results appear.

The time period within which results of specified
size are obtained--the pace of change.

The cost of bringing about results of specified
size~~the efficiency of -the project.

The amounts of desired results brought about
by factors other than the development project.

One of the challenges is selecting which changes will
be studied ir light of the significance of those changes
and the availability and reliability of data related to
the changes.

Although the intention and specific objectives of the
project are a starting point, an attempt should al=o be
made to predict and examine potential side effects.

Four major types of data are suggested: (1) already

available data, (2) additional records that organizations
or individuals might agree to keep, (3) data obtained by
systematie observation of behavior, and (4) data obtained

by systematic questioning.

The obtaining of measurements of project results and

costs isn't in itself evaluation.

199

They have to be interpreted.

Interpretation is the component that distinguishes evaluation
from measurerient.

Hayes, Samuel P., Jr. ' Evaluating Development Projects.

Place de Fontenoy, Paris:  United National Education,

Scientific & Cultural Organization, 1959.
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6.4 MULTIPLE DIMENSIONS OF PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

University Extension.

At least six dimensions of program effectiveness may

need to be considered--gereral rzsults, attainment of
objectives, intent of the program, impact and significance,
contribution to mission, and use of resources.

Particularly useful in selecting results data that may
be influential on outside audiences.

Review of the mission and intent of the program.

All programs need to be examined in terms of their
effectiveness. Effectivenecse deale with their degree of
success in producing resulte. Effectiveness may have
several components.

One model proposes that ther« are at least six dimensions
of effectiveness that should be applied to programs:

1. General results.

2, Attainment of objeotives.
3. Intent of the program.

4. Impact of eignificance.
5. Contribution to mission.
6. Use of resources.

The two dimensions that aren't covered by the other models
in this section are contribution to mission and the intent of
the progranm.

Contribution to Mission. Most agencies and units within
agencies either are commissioned by legislation or other
enabling acts to a certain mission, or develop an overall
mission within which they operate. The results of program
should be analyzed in terma of the extent to which the
mission is actually being accomplished.
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Intent of Program. Most adult education programs can be
categorized into certain types. Some have the traditional
intent of diffusing knowledge and helping people to master
content. Others are devoted to problem coping. Still
others are concerned with developing generalizable skills
in people such as abilities in analysis, creativity,
or ability to communicate effectively. Still others are
intent on changing conditions. Ultimately, a program's
results should be examined in terms of the basic intent
of the program. If the intent of the program is problem
solving or coping, the basic examination should be of what
resulted in terms of the problem. Was it solved, eased,
or controlled? If so, the program was effective in realizing
the intent of the program. If a lot was learned but nothing
done in terms of the problem, the program may have been
successful on other dimensions of effectiveness, but failed
in terms of its intent. Although things in addition to the
intent may have considerable value, part of the definition
oF success must lie with the overall purpose for which it
was undertaken.

Steele, Sara M. Six Dimensions of Program Effeotiveness.
Madison, Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin-Extension,
Division of Program and Staff Development, 1972.
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6.5 EFFECTIVENESS OF METHODS
Cooperative Extension.

Data as to practices used and kinds of contacts with Extension
were correlated to determine the effectiveness of various
Extension methods.

Useful when there's quantitative results data and clearly
distinguishable methods.

Examine the nature of practices and results to see if
such a comparison can be made.

Cooperative Extension took a nationwide approach to the
examination of the comparative effectiveness of various
teaching methods during the 1940s. Although the procedure
hasn't been used recently except in one or two states, the
basic pattern is presented because of its adaptability.

First, data were gathered on Extension's influence on
the use of farm and home practices. Data were gather:d
from respondents from more than 15,000 farms and home:
in 32 sample areas in 27 states. Only the practices
that respondents could associate with Extension teaching
were included. Data were then analyzed to determine the
number of practices that a particular method, demonstrations,
general meetinge, office calls, bulletins, ets., had

. influenced.

Further analysis examined the relationships of methods
to content of the practice.

Wilson, Meredith C., and Gladys Gallup. Extension Teaching
Methods. Extension Service Circular 495. Washington, D.C.:
Federal Extension Service-USDA, August, 1955.



6.6 IMPACT EVALUATION

ORIGIN

Manpower training programs.

ESSENCE Impact evaluation looks at the ultimate effects of programs.

USE Particularly useful in examining the extent to which an
agency is accomplishing its mission.

STARTING Examire the mission of the program and identify the major
POINT results that program is expected to produce.

DESCRIPTION Developed as a means of evaluating manpower projects, this
model is projected by its authors as one of three approaches
to evaluation. The other two are project monitoring that
examines the efficiency of a specific project and evaluation
of the immediate success or failure of a particular program.
In comparison to them, impact evaluation examines the
long-run goals of the program and views success and failure
in these terms.

The goal of such evaluation is to provide policy makers
with the basic data necessary for them to make decisions
wisely. Impact evaluation should provide five essential
sets of information:

1. All the data necessary to determine whether a particular
type of program should be continued.

i 2, Indication of which alternative programs provide the
greatest gains for a given cost.

3. Information on the component of each program and the
mixes of components that are most effective for a
given expenditube so that minimum operating efficiency
‘ can be achieved.

4, Information for persons with different characteristics
so decision makers can determine which individuals
are best served by each program.

, ot 5. Information about new methods of attack on this type
! : of problem.

The types of people who will “enefit should be considered’
;5 . when criteria for success are being established. In most
) projects, two types are always present--the participants
and society as a whole. In other instances, other types
1ike employers, government, etc., are beneficiaries. Criteria
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of success should be developed from the standpoint of all
that stand to gain or lose through the project.

In each instance, the criteria for success need to be
developed into specific goals with clear operational criteria.

Another description of impact evaluation describes it as a
term used to indicate the broad effects of a program. It
focuses on the mark that a program leaves on the people,
community, problem situation, and/or conditions within which
the participants operate. It isn't directly concerned with
specific results of the program, but it's concerned with
how these changes affect other people or change conditions
which affect people.

Although most programs have some degree of impact, impact
evaluation is concerned with examining whether the program
has accomplished something of both magnitude and importance.

This type of evaluation is best done on:

1.

2.

Large-scale projects.

Projects of considerable force, concentrated intensive
input.

Long’tudinal). and long-range programs.
Combinations of efforts.

a. Related program activities over several years.

b. Efforts of a team of people.

Borus, Michael E., and William R. Tash. Measuring the
Impact of Manpower Programs: A Primer. Ann Arbor,
Michigan: The University of Michigan--Wayne State
University, Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations,
1970.

"Impact Evaluation." Material prepared as a follow-up
of a University of Wisconsin<Extension Workshop on
Impact Evaluation, Madison, Wisconsin, March, 1972.




6.7 PUBLIC POLICY

ORIGIN General education.

ESSENCE Program outcomes should be considered and classified as to
whether they're just programmatic or whether they have
public policy consequences.

Particularly relevant to programs affecting disadvantaged
adults.

STARTING Examine the effects of education on public policies.
POINT

DESCRIPTION In addition to dealing with programmatic questions,
evaluation should contribute to better understanding
and dealing with public policy questions. Programs include
outcomes relating to public policy when they:

1. Directly or indirectly alter the power relationship
between the citizen and the state.

2. Affect immediately or in the long run the status a
person has and the power he can exercise within the
social system.

3, Increase or decrease social tensions.

4, Effect a change in the self-concept or sense of
self-worth of the individual.

The model identifies ways of categorizing outcomes
in terms of the following table:

Intended Unintended Outcomes
ealms of Outcomes Outcomes Anticipated Unanticipated

Public policy

Programmatic

Intended publie policy outcomes are similar to the broad
goals of education. Programmatic intended outzcomes are the
specific teaching objectives. Usually, the outcomes are intended.
However, often programs also produce unintenticnal outcomes.
Some of them, although not set as objectives in advance, may be
anticipated. Others are completely unexpected.

Public policy questions relate to moral vglues.
Evaluation that deals with public policy questions must
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be able to provide ihformation related to the moral value
questions that are involved. However, models for dealing
with moral issues are lacking.

1

SOURCE Berlak, Harold. "Values, Goals, .i’ublic Policy and Education-

al Evaluation." Review of Eduoational Research, XL
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6.8 INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION

Higher education.

Performance on standards of student achievement and attitudes
toward the program are key elements in examining the curriculum
offered by a department or unit.

Particularly useful when a sequence or package of courses
and activities is involved.

Establish the general standards that graduates should achieve.

Developed as a framework for evaluating programs in higher
education, tnstitutional evaluation is concerned with questions
raised by administrators, suppliers of funds, accrediting
committees, and internal and external critics. Questions
like: Do the objectives underlying the program adequately
‘eflect the institution's goals? Does the benefit achieved
by the program justify the expenditure of resources? Are
the institution's objectives satisfactorily met; if not,
should the institution demand modification of the program or
should it modify the goals? In short, is the program
acceptable to the institution?

On the other hand, project evaluation tales place
within the process of curriculum design and deals with questions
posed by the originating professor or design team.

Both project and institutional evaluation are concerned
with the performance of students. . However, project evaluation
is concerned with performance in terms of the objectives of
the course while institutional evaluation is concerned with
performance in terms of general standards for the particular
type of student.

Institutional evaluation generally focuses on the program
as a whole rather than on its constituents. It considers the
achievement of any particular program in relation to a network
of other programs and goals, a function that can't be done
at the project level.

Institutional evaluation uses two major kinds of data:
information on achievement of standards of student achievement
and information about attitudes toward the program.

A constructive system of university standards is based on
the following premises:
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1. Standards are subject to continual revision.
They iiiist be sensitive to changes within fields
of kiowledge and in educational philosophy.

2. Standards result from a process of analysis that
includes input from a wide range of opinions and
perspectives within an institution.

3. Standards are developed in cognizance of, though
not necessarily in agreement with, the objectives
reflected in the design of relevant programs.

Standards may be best set by committees that include
members of the department originating the program, members
of the departments where proficiency is needed f~r their
own course work, and other knowledgeable faculty . ezmbers
serving at large. The committee would:

1. Study objectives and procedures of a course being
developed.

2. Examine criteria that define what the particular
type of student ought to be able to do in the subject
area (opinions of relevant faculty membens, opinjons
of professionals outside the organization, specifica-
tions developed by professional associations, re-
quirements of upper level courses, requirements of
employment) .

3, Develop a statement of institutional standards in two
forms:

a. A conceptual statement identifying concepts and
skills that are important parts of achievement.

b. An operational statement including standards of
achievement and the way in which they will be examined.

The standards examination wouldn't be a course examination
used to evaluate the performance of individual students, but
would be usad periodically to check the performance of the
courses of the department.

Attitudes Toward Program. Reactions of students and
faculty serve to indicate the degree of a program's acceptance.
Opinion polling methodology may be used to secure opinions <
from students who have participated in the program, students
scheduled to participate, and faculty of relevant departments.
Opinions about *he objectives of the program, effectiveness in
meeting the goals, and opinions about continuation of the pro-
gram would be gotten.

-
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Integration of Information. Curriculum reports should
be done with the same care as research reports.

An evaluation study doesn't itself constitute the evalua-
tion. Data must be interpreted and acted on by appropriate
representatives of the organization. Evaluation isn't a
single study or series of studies; it's an ongoing activity
designed to provide answers to questions that arise from a
number of sources and perspectives. The number of types
of studies conducted at a given time depend on the institu-
tion's needs and resources devoted to evaluation. Selection
of appropriate studies is an important part of the work of an
evaluation program.

The information will be useful only if it does in fact
contribute to the institution's appraisal of its own effective~
ness. Judgment by responsible organizational members is
required. Curriculum evaluation requires the _ .rticipation
of persons from all parts of the institution. An institu-
tion-wide Curriculum Review Committee is recommended.

r

Forehand, Garlie A. "An Evaluation System for Curriculum
Innovation." Teacher's College Record, LXXII (May, 1971),
576-91. .
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6.9 SOCIAL INDICATORS
Social planning.

Programs dealing with visible entities that are recorded
in public data can use those indexes to plan and evaluate
programs.

Use is restricted to those types of programs where it's
possible to use social-indicator type data.

Identify the essential attributes that are within the
scope of the program.

Those agencies carrying out broad-based, many-faceted
programs in a community might want to consider measuring
results in terms of social indexes. The Community Health
model, for example, uses measures on indexes in political,
environmental, economic, social, and educational fields to
analyze community situations as a basis for planning and
uses follow-up measures as a means of examining results.
Each of the major areas is examined by means of a group of
subscales. For example, one of the subunits in the political
area is participation in the electoral process. It's
examined in terms of such data as the percentage of the
adults registered to vote, the percentage that really do
vote, participation by ethnic groups.

A process for using social indicators includes:

Step 1. Identify the essential variables that describe
the whole system of reality essential to under-
standing the meaning of a healthy community.

Step 2. Identify the essential factors or subvariables
that constitute a reliable description of each
variable.

Step 3. Determine the most appropriate forms for measuring
them~-that is, determine which social indicators
will be used.

Step 4. Develop norms or targets as standards for defining
a healthy comm.nity.

Step 6. Determine how citizens in the community define
weil being in the context of the variables and
subvariables.
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Step 6. Make a comprehensive examination of the
community's own reality.

Step 7. Analyze existing public and private programs.
Step 8.. Determine what should be done.
Step 8. Determine the costs of alternative programs.
Step 10. Assign program responsibility.

Step ll. Design mechanisms for evaluating the program so that
there can be regular assessment of the relation-
ship between the normative standards that the
community has set for itself and the existing
reality.

SOURCE Paulson, Belden. A Model for Commnity Analysis: Steps
in Planning the Total Health of a Community. Milwaukee,
i Wisconsin: University of WiSCODSinfotenéiQn’
Center for Leadership Development, April,

1972.
’ ADDITIONAL Munson, Byron E. Changing Community Dimeneions. Columbus,
' REFERENCES Ohio: Ohio State University, 1968.

Etzioni, Amitai, and Edward W. Lehman. "Some Dangers in
'Valid' Social Measurement." The Annals of the American
' Aaudémy, I1 (September, 1967), 1-15.

Tovard a Sbaial'h%port. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department
of Health, Education and Welfare, January, 1969.
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6.10 RESEARCH MCDELS
Social. science.

The presence or absence of results can be detected
by using standard research design.

Of limited value in situations where program input is too
low to produce major measurable results or external variables
are complex and not subject to research controls.

Establish the dimensions of the study.

Some evaluation models duplicate research models with few
if any modifications. Three research approaches to evaluation
are given as examples:

Longest suggests the following process:

1. Define the general conditions and problems that
require the evaluation to be made.

2. Specify theories, assumption;, and values that érg
accepted as true and will guide the formulation of
the evaluation research.

3. Specify exactly what it is that will be evaluated.

4. Formulat: iypotheses.

5. Identify variables.

6. Specify units of analysis.

7. Collect data.

8. Analyze data.

9. Plan for reporting.

10. Plan for executing.

Weiss identifies the following core elements:

1. Formulating the program goals that evaluation will
use-as criteria.

2. Choosing imong multiple goals.

n ey mas




Investigating unanticipated consequences.

4. Measuring outcomes.

5. Specifying what the program is.

6. Measuring program inputs and intervening processes.

7. Collecting the necessary data.

She deals with selecting crucial factors from among
dependent, independent, and intervening variables. The
depe:dent variables are the indicators of the program out-

‘ comes. The inputs are the independent variables. The
1 intervening variables are the factors that mediate between
' the two. Adequate indicators usually involve multiple

measurement.

OQutcome variables may include such things as:

Effects on persons served.
Effects on agencies.
Effects on larger systems.
Effects on the public.
Input variables include:
Program variables: purpose, principles, methods,
staffing, persons served, length of service, location,
size of program, auspices, management.
Participant variables: age, sex, socioceconomic status,
race, length of residence in community, attitudes toward
the program, motivations for participation, aspirations,
expectations from the program, attitudes of other
. family members, degree f support from others for the
intent of the program.

Intervening variables include:

P L L AR

Program-operation variables.

et v

g Bridging variables: attainment of intermediate mile-
. stones.

! Developing a picture of the intended processes of a program
i' may be helpful in examining which variables to use or control.
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Although it uses program goals as a central focus, it
also recognizes the importance of examining unanticipated
consequences.,

The foregoing examples apply a deductive research
approach. A third, less well-formalized approach draws
on inductive approaches to research. Tentatively labeled
"search" evaluation by Cain and Hollister, it sets out
to determine what happens during and as a result of a
program. However, the authors are more prone to recommend
use of intentional experiments.

Longest, James W. '"Designing Evaluative Research." Paper
presented at the annual meeting of the Rural Sociological
Society, San Francisco, California, 1969,

Weiss, Carol H, Evaluation Reecarnrh, Enélewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972,

Cain, Glen G., and Robinson G. Hollister. The Methodology
of Evaluating Social Action Programs. Madison, Wisconsin:
University of Wisconsin, Institute for Research on Poverty,
n.d., pp. 9 and 42-69,
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6.11 EFFICIENCY EXAMINATIONS

ORIGIN Industry and the military.

ESSENCE Evaluation of the amount of benefits in comparison with
the costs of the benefits and with alternative investments
of the same resources.

USE Particularly useful when time, money or energy resources of
the participants or the programming agency are limited.

STARTING Develop units that describe the costs and the benefits of
POINT a program.
DESCRIPTION Efficiency includes results but goes beyond them to

examine the cost of those results. Examination of efficiency
i usually involves some type of cost-benefit analysis.

| Costs may be of two kinds: direet costs and opporiunity
; cogts. Opportunity costs consist of other benefits forgone.
R Benefits also are of at least two types. The most commonly men-
i tioned types are private, those accruing to the individuals
‘ involved, and 8octial, those that acrue to society and not
to one individual. :

There are usually five elements present in a cost-
benefit analysis: (1) the objective (or objectives),
(2) alternatives for reaching those objectives, (3) costs, (4) a
| model (or models), and (5) a criterion. The criterion is ]
: the rule or standard by which the alternatives are ranked |
in order of desirability and the most promising ones chosen. J

The process involved includes the following steps:

: 1. Identifying the pertinent measures of effectiveness,
§ that is, benefits.

2. Describing the alternatives.

3. Expressing both mission performance and cost as func-
tions of the characteristics of each alternative.

na ot RS

4, Estimating appropriate values for the equation parameters. |

o wa

5. Computing, analyzing, and presenting results.

In some instances, cost-benefit is concerned only with the
proportion of costs to benefits for the given program approach.
More often, however, the approach is more useful if it deals

R e e
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with alternative usage. It explores such questions as:
Is there any better way to attain the same results? Can
the same end result be achieved at less cost? Which of
two approaches will produce most at least cost? Would
there have been a greater value to the participants, to
the agency, or to society if the same resources had been
invested in a different program?

Adult education programs need to consider the adult's
resources and costs to participants in terms of time and
energy, and the resources of society that are being expended
if the particular program is tax supported, as well as the
usual concept of agency resource inputs.

Some of the kinds of program outputs that may need to
be considered are:

1. Economic improvement--gain in economic status of
the participants, community, group, or region.

2. Action--outputs of direct action.

3. Specific knowledge, attitude, or skill.
4. Development--personal or group.

5. Enhanced self-concept.

6. Satisfaction and enjoyment.

7. Prestige.

Often outputs need to be transferred into some quantitative
unit other than dollars. This is sometimes done by establishing
3. symbolic value unit and measuring the quantities of such
units generated by a particular program.

Steele, Sara M. Cost-Benefit Analysie and the Adult Educator.
Syracuse, New York:. ERIC Clearinghouse on Adult Education
and Adult Education Association of the U.S.A., 1971.
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6.12 ACCOUNTABILITY

General education.

Programmers funded through tax monies are stewards of
those monies and responsible for producing adequate results.

Accountability receives greater stress the farther removed
the program is from its source of funds and/or the larger
the groups involved.

Analyze who your program is accountable to.

Accountability is a process occurring between those
entrusted with the accomplishments of specific tasks
(stewards) and those having the power of review (reviewers).
The heart of the process is for the party "standing to account"--
the steward-~to explain as rationally as possible the results
of efforts to achieve the specific task objectives.of his
stewardship.

Reviewers will be concerned with the matching of performance
and attainment levels against their expectations as expressed
in task specifications and making a determination of their
level of confidence in the steward and his efforts.

The steward standing-to-account will be concerned with
his ability to accomplish the specified tasks and his ability
to explain attainment levels in a manner that maintains or
builds the reviewer's confidence in his stewardship. Various
approaches to accountability are being advocated. One involves
specific performance contracting on the part of teachers.
Another increases the autonomy of local schools and builds
increased local participation. However, instead of, or in
addition to, such specific activities, improved accountability
is seen as having 12 critical factors.

Community Involvement. The use of members of concerned
community groups in appropriate phases of program activity
to facilitatz: program access to community resources;
community understanding of the program's objectives,
procedures, and accomplishments; and the discharge of
program responsibilities to relevant community, client, service,
and support groups. K

Technical Assistance. The means for providing adequate

resources in program planning, implementation, operation, and
evaluation by drawing on community, business, industrial,
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lsbor, educational, scientific, artistic, social/welfare,
and governmental agencies for expertise and services necessary
to effective operations.

Needs Assessment. The identification of target-group and
situational factors essential to the plamning of a relevant
program of action.

Change Strategies. The development of effective strategies
for systematic change in the educational enterprise and the
incorporation of the strategies of program operations.

Management Systems. The adaptation of the systems approach,
through such techniques as Management by Objectives, PPBS,
PERT, CPM to educationul program management at the local,
state, and federal levels.

Performance Objectives. The specification of program
objectives in a comprehensive, precise manner that indicates
measures and means for assessing the degree of attainment
of predetermined standards..

Performance Budgeting. The allocation of fiscal resources
in accordance with program objectives to be realized, rather
than by objectives or functions to be supported.

Performance Contracting. The arrangement for technical
assistance in program operations through internal or external
contracts where compensation is based on the accomplishment
of specified performance objectives.

Staff Development. The determination of the nature and
extent of staff development needed for the successful
implementation of the accountability concept at the local,
state, and federal level, and the design and conduct of
indicated development activities.

Comprehensive Evaluation. The establishment of systems
of performance control based on the continual assessment
of the program's operational and management processes and
resultant products.

Cost Effectiveness. The analysis of unit results obtained
in relation to unit resources consumed under alternative
approaches to program operation, as a determinant in continued
program planning.

Program Auditing. A peirformance control system based on
external reviews conducted by qualified outside technical
assistance, designed to verify the results of the evaluation
of an educational program and to assess the appropriateness
of program operation and management.

ki ] R W e bt e
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The search for new ways of implementing the accountability
concept in education can be expected to continue. The current
range of ideas, practices, and definitions of educational
accountability is broad and differing in rigorousness. But
the pressure of the times and the advances of technology
should be 2nough to ensure the continuation of the search.

Browder, Leslie H., Jr. Bmerging Patterns of Adminietrative
Accountability. Berkeley, California: McCutchan
Publishing COI'poratiOn, 1971’ ppo 1"210

“Accountability in Education." Educaiional Technology
XI (January, 1971).

t
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Appendix A
CONDENSED CONTEMPORARY PROGRAM EVALUATION APPROACHES

Below are condensations of contemporary program evaluation approaches.
The upper-left corner includes the title and author of the approach. The
upper-right corner lists the group number and page number where the approach

is located in the text. The approaches are alphabetized by title.

Accountability 6.12
pP. 217

Accountability is a process occurring between those entrusted with the
accomplishments of specific tasks, stewards, and those having the power of
review, reviewers. The heart of the process is for the party "standing
to account"--the steward--to explain as rationally as possible the results
of efforts to achieve the specific task objectives of his stewardship.

Actual Component Approach 2.2
Knox, Mezirow, and Darkemsald, Jr. : p. 104

Evaluation systematically examines qualitative differences in program
expectations of administrators and supervisors, teachers, students, and
among these three groups by analyzing incongruities between intent and
reported practices. Evaluation is focused on: staffing, reoruitment,
collaboration, in-gervice education, goals, insiruction, and the
relationship among these compomente. Each is seen as having imputs,
processes, and outcomes, with the outcome of instruction being the ultimate
focus.

Appraisal Model 4.1
Harrie p. 135

Appraisal is an act of judgment in which the judging implies both a
criterion--a standard of some sort--and a pertinent desoription of what's
being done. The criterion and the observation must deal with the same
thing. Aspects of a program that are subject to appraisal include: plans
and purposes, resources, proceeses, and effects.




Countenance of Evaluation 3.1
Stake p. 120

Evaluation data are either descriptive--intents and observationg--or
Judgmental. Both descriptive and judgmental data ara: gathered about
anitecedents, trangsactions, and outcomes. Examining comtingencies and
congruencies among the sets of data is an important part of evaluation.
For example, is what was observed congrient with what was intended?

Criteria and Objectives 5.3
Matteson pP. 174

Evaluation includes: purpose of evaluation, criteria selection,
preparation for evidence collection, evidence collection, analysis and
interpretation, reporting and use. Criteria areas include: effeotivenecss,
efficiency, suitability, and importance.

Criteria of Success Approach 5.3
Suchman : p. 171

Attention is given to a sequence of objectivee from immediate to
intermediate to long range. An understanding of the asswmptions that
underlie the objectives and a checking of the validity of those
assumptions is essential.

Five general categories of criteria according to which the success
or failure of a program in attaining its immediate-, intermediate-, or
) long-range objectives may be evaluated are: effort, performance,
. adequacy of performance, efficiency, and process.

Cube Models 5.3
Hammond; Armstrong et al. ‘ p. 180

Cube models show the relationship of program to the attainment of
objectives. The three sides of the cube are: behavioral dimension,
instructional dimension, and institutional dimension. Sub-items
within the dimensions represent types of variables that may need to
be considered in setting objectives and in examining the effectiveness
of programs in meeting objectives.

222
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Data Management 4,2
Phi Delta Kappa p. 138

Most evaluation involves some handling of data. This apprecach to
data management identifies four major elements: (1) delineating the
information system needed, (2) obtaining the information, (3) providing
the information, and (4) evaluating the evaluation. Soundness of the
data rely in part on the soundness of the assumptions that are made in
the data-handling processes. Six criteria should be kept in mind if
evaluative data are to be informative to the receiver: relevanoce,
importance, 8cope, credibility, timeliness, and pervasiveness.

Decision lentered Evaluation (CIPP) 1.1
Stuffilebeam; Phi Delta Kappa p- 78

Evaluaticn provides information for judging decision alternatives. It
can be useful at all stages of decision making--awarenees, desigm, choice,
and getion. Four types of evaluation--context, imput, procese, and pro-
duct--correspond to four major kinds of programming decisions--planning,
structuring, implementing, and recycling. .

Differential Evaluation 1.2
Tripodi, Fellin, & Epetein p. 81

Evaluation is a management technique through which systematic feedback
is used in improving programs. Programming iz examined in terms of the
efforte invested, effectivences of those efforts, and efficiency with which
the effectiveness is achieved. In addition to the three types of examinations,
three program stages are indicated: program initiation, program contact,
and program implementation. The term differential refers to the fact that
the effort, effectiveness and efficiency questions asked are different in
cach of the three stages. Techniques used in doing evaluation are grouped
into three categories: monitoring techniques, gooial research technique,
and cost-analyeie technique.

Discrepancy Evaluation 1.3
Provus p. 84

Evaluation identifies disorepanciee between actual programe and
standards for programs so that progr 3 can be improved. 2rogram personnel
set standards for activities and rest _ts at each programming stage--design,
ingtallation, procese, and product. Actual performance is compared with the
standard and discrepancies or areas for improvement identified. Discrepancy
information is used either to change the performance or to change the
standard.
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Effectiveness of Methods * 6.5
Wileon & Gallup p. 2¢”

Data as to practices used and kinds of rontacts with Extension are
correlated to determine the effactiveness of various Extension methods.

Efficiency Examinations 6.11
p. 215

Efficiency includes results, bu: goes beyond them to examine the cost
of those results. Examination of efficiency usually involves some type
of cost-benefit analyeis. :

Costs may be of two kinds: direct cov.@ and opportunity costs.
Opportunity costs consist of other benefits foregone. Benefits also are
of at least two types. The most commonly mentioned types are private,
those accruing to the individuals involved, and social, those that acrue
to society and not to one individual.

Evaluating Decision Making 2.3
Hesseling p. 115

This approach suggests that a matrix consisting of: (1) the problem
requiring the decision, (2) a 1ist of altermative decisions, and (3) a"
generic list of eriteria used to consider each alternative decision be used
as a means of analyzing the appropriateness of the actual decision made.
Criteria are classified as: teahnological, sociopsychclogical, and

§
% economic.
|
! tvaluation As Facilitation of Learning 5.2
E Bloom, Hactings, & Madaus p. 158

Evaluation is a ::2thod of acquiring and processing evidence needed to
improve the student's learning and the teaching. It's a tool in education
practice for determining whether alternative procedures are equally effective
in achieving a set of educational ends. A two-dimensional figure shows
relationships among analysie of the learmers, instructional decisions, and
evaluation and students, instruoctional procesees, and objeotives. Three
stages of evaluation are indicated: initial, formative, and swmmative.

Execution-Impact Approach 2.1
1 Freeman & Sherwood P. 102

i
H
l
H
’!

Included in a discussion of research's role in social policy formation,
this approach suggests that the policy maker needs to determine whether: (1) the
program was carried out according to prescriptions set forth in the planning
and development stages--qssessment of exeocution, (2) the program worked--as-
segement of efficacy of impact, and (3) the expenditure of resources was the
best considering alternatives-~-asesessment of efficiency of impaot.




5
s

225
Four-Question Approach 5.1
Gottman & Clagen p. 156

A recent text built around the Tylerian approach uses four questions

as a means of organizing evaluation. They are: WhYy? What? How? and
How will you know?
Goal Free Evaluation 6.1
Seriven p. 192

Results of programs are judged against the originating need rather than
the stated objectives. Cost of producing those results is considered in
relation to coste of alternatives. The work of evaluation is viewed as
primarily an act of condemsation that includes two major stages--compression
and credentialling. A mass of data and observations are compressed until
judgments as to the value or worth of the program can be made--credentials
assigned.

Goal -Referenced Instruction 5.2
Popham & Baker p. 1l6u

Goal-referenced instruction has four parts: apecification of objectives,
preasseesment, instruction, and evaluation. Two kinds of techniques can he
used to judge the degree to which the learmer has attained the instructional
objective: (1) observation of behavior and (2) examination of products
that the learner will produce. Evaluation is an act of assessing merit by
judgmentally comparing the observed result of some educational enterprise
with a desired standard or criterion of acceptability.

Impact Evaluation 6.6
Borus & Tash p. 203

This model is projected as one of three approaches to evaluation. The
other two are project monitoring that examines the efficiency of a specific

" project and evaluation of the immediate 8uccess or failure of a particular

program. In comparison to them, impact evaluation examines the long-run
goals of the program and views success and failure in these terms.

Improvement Evaluation 4.5
Kreitlow . p. 148

The judgment of outsiders can play an important catalytic role in helping
local programs identify areas wWhere improvements need to be made, stimulate
action in areas where improvements must be made, and reinforce confidence in
those areas where the program excels. Those commissioning outside appraisers
need to clearly define the specific purposes of the evaluation and establish
prioritiee as to what will be examined.

[
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Information Domains 5.3
Nelson p. 181

This model suggests three main domains--ingrediente, processes, and

product--from which information should-be gathered in terms of how a
curriculum attains its objectives.
Institutional Evaluation 6.8
Forehand p. 207

Institutional evalusion is concerned with questions raised by administra-
tors, suppliers of funds, accrediting committees, and internal and external
critics. Questions like: Do the objectives underlying the program adequately
reflect the institution's goals? Does the benefit achieved by the program
justify the expenditure of resources? Are the institution's objectives
satisfactorily met? If not, should the institution demand modification of the
program or should it modify the goals? 1In short, is the program acceptable
to the institution?

IPI Formative Evaluation . 1.5
Lindvall & Cox p. 89

Formative evaluation is the continuous evaluation of all elements of a
developing educational program as an aid to the development process. It
deals with the basic question: How can every element and operation in the
program be examined so it contributes to its improvement? Subquestions
deal with the goals to be achieved, the plan for achieving the goa s, the
operating program, and the achievements of the program.

Locally Directed Evaluation 5.3
Byram & Robertson p. 176

Emphasis is on involving local people (staff and citizens) in making
evaluation of the extent the program is reaching its objectives. Essential
elements include: commitment by local administration; strategically placed
local leadership team, active staff steering committee, functioming citizers'
committee, allocation of time to the leadership team, training in research
and evaluation procedures, communications and visibility, qualified consultant
gservice.
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Macro System Model 2.3
Alkin p. 110

Evaluation is the process of first identifying and then quantifying the
relationships between student inputs and educational outputs, given a constant
financial input aad controlling for effects of external systems. Components
include: student inputs; educational outputs--changes in students and the
impact of the program on home, community, other programs; financial inputs,
mediating factors or the way the financial inputs invested in personnel,
organization, instructional design, etc., are used in the program in combina-
tion with student inputs; and external systems--social, political, legal,
economic outside of the school that encompass the program and have impact on it.

Management Information Systems (SEMIS) 2.3
p. 114

The Extension Management Information System is an example of computerized
systems for pooling program data. The Extension system consists of records of
planmning, activity reporting, and evaluation. The three sets of data are
used as a basis for administrative and professional decisions.

Means-Ends Hierarchy 3.3
Bennett . p. 129

The model shows the relationship of seven levels of evaluation data: inputs,
activities, people involved, reaction, "KAS" changes, change in practices, and
ultimate results. The means-ends hierarchy provides a framework for identifying
specific evaluation tasks and seeing them in the perspective of other tasks.

Monitoring Evaluation 4.4
Bruce ’ p. 146

Monitoring evaluation deals with the critical management tasks in keeping
programs on track. It's continuous rather than episodic. Major elements of
the program included in the model are: time, program action, and expected
traditional outeomes. Evaluation cycles consist of four stages; design,
observations, judgment, and adjustment.

Motivational Model 2.4
Lewis p. 118

Motivation helps to explain huran behavior. Analysis of motivation may
be important in program evaluation. Education is concerned both with motiva-
tion within (professional) and motivation without (the client). In each
instance, there's input, motivational proocesses, and output. Motivational
processes”are’ grouped. into three. categories::. onganisation,: growp integration,
and personal. Evaluative criteria are identified for the various processe3.
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Multiple Change Approach 6.3
Hayes, Jr. p. 198

Five kinds of resulte, six dimensions, and four major sources of informa-
tion to be considered in evaluation are outlined. Results include: impersonal
results, administrative results, results involving persons, changes in economic
and social conditions, and changes in capital resources. The six dimensions
include: kind of results sought, side effects produced, area of influence,
time period within which the results are attained, cost of bringing about
the results, and effect of factors other than the development project. The
four types of data include: already available data, additional records,
systematic observation, and systematic questioning.

Multiple Dimensions of Program Effectiveness 6.4
Steele p. 200

At least six dimensions of program effectiveness may need to be considered
in evaluation--general results, attainment of objectives, intent of the program,
impact and significance, contribution to missiom, and use of resources.

National Assessment Program 5.1
p. 155

The national. educational assessment activity provides a model for national
evaluation. Data were collected on the extent ‘to which American education was
attaining its objectives. The objectives used were those negotiated from
among those suggested by school systems, echolars of the discipline, and
digcerning lay adults. Emphasis was on the things that all individuals
of a certain age should be able to do; what average youngetere of that
age should be able to do, and things that the most advanced can do.

Sompling procedures were used both in selecting the behaviors that would be
examined and in selecting the random group of youngsters to be tested.

Natural Prucess Approach 4.3
Sveele p. 143

The purpose of evaluation is to help the programmer assess the value of
programs and programming activity. Evaluation is an everyday process used by
most human beings. The challenge is that of helping humans make a process
that is subjective (within the mind) become more accurate. Program evaluation
is a generic process in that the same basic activity is involved in evaluating
the whole program or any part of it. This process has three elements: oriteria,
evidence, and judgments. Accuracy is increased by improving each of the three
elements.
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NEA Model ' 5.3
Taba & Sawin p. 179

In an effort to broaden objectives based model, four major components
are graphically presented as a square. Objectives are on the top of the
square with evidence of pupil behavior pertaining to the objectives on the
bottom. Evidence of teaching-learning operations and evidence of nomschool
factors affecting learning complete the other two sides of the square.

NewStart Evaluation System 1.5
Lamrock, Smith, & Warren p. 91

Evaluation is essential in the development of packaged courses. The
general scope of such evaluation is indicated by: topic areas where decisions
are made, type of data base used in the decieion, scurce of data, and time
of the decision. Formative/summative evaluation integrates different methods
into a total research study.

O-A-R MOdE] 5 03
Dgniston et al. p. 173

Program performance is evaluated by examining the effectiveness and
efficiency of the program. Evaluation of both characteristics focus on
the relationship of three key components: objectives, activities, and
regourcea. Symbolic patterns are developed by .using the first letter of each
of the key components. Measures can be attained of program effectiveness,
AO:PO; program efficiency, AO:AR; and activity efficiency, AO:AA. P stands
for planned and A for actual.

Ohio Model 5.3
Starr et al. p. 177

This model was designed on a statewide basis. It includes: program
objectives and measurable goal statemente; a data set, instrumentation, and
procedures to measure the effectivencss of efforts to achieve specific program
goals; the means by which the evaluation syetem would be articulated with
larger management systems of state divisions of vocational education.
Attention was given to the time frame required for collecting data, the costs
in carrying out the procedure, and the personnel required to manage the data.

[ 4

Organizational Models . 2.4
Etizioni; Schulburg & Baker p. 117

Organizational models deal with an organization as a working unit capable
of achieving goals. It includes toth functions direot to the program and
maintenance and support funotions essential to the eystem.
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Organization As a Total System . 2.3
Young p. 109

The total system needs to be understood to facilitate production. Or-
ganization is a process with inmputs and outpute; management represents the
control or feedback mechanism. Design eriteria are rules used to evaluate
the .acceptability of design:. Among the most widely used are measurability,
feasibility, optimality, reliability, and stability.

Participant Reaction Approaches ) 1.7
p. 98

A variety of techniques including steering committees, analysis of
attendance and re-enrollment records, and end-of-session reaction forms are
used to get participant reactions to programs. Information is secured in
terms of reactions to one or more of the following: content, format,
facilities, teacher's performance, perception of value, follow-up needed.

Priority Decisions 1.4
Boyle p. 86

Evaluation is important in setting program priorities. Criteria for
making decisions about priorities are grouped into six broad categories:
gociety-community, clientele, political, organizational, resources, and
personal. The specific criteria to be used must evolve from the key in-
fluences affecting the particular program and programming situation.

-

Program Contact System 2.4
Duft p. 112

This approach uses system analysis as a means of initiating a smooth,
effective, and efficient flow of information from those providing it to
those in need of it for decision purposes. The programming system includes
four phases: program formulation, decieion phase, exeoution, and evaluation
of program results. The .decision phase includes four subphases: program
development, program strategy, program dissemination strategy, and program
promotion strategy.

Program Evaluation and Review Technique (PERT) 2.3
p. 107

Projects are broken into specific task components. Sequence and interface
are identified through graphic presentation. Responsibility, time estimates,
and deadlines are established. Xey stepe and pivotal activities are
identified. The flow chart provides a basis for analyzing the progress of
work as the project progresses.
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Program Planning Budgeting System (PPBS) 5.3
p. 178

PPBS has four major phases: (1) planning, which is concerned with
generating program objectives; (2) programming, which is concerned with
the preparation of al‘ —ative sets of activities and services to achieve
program objectives; (5, udgeting, which is involved with the formulation
of detailed plans, accounting, and reporting; and (4) evaluating, which
is concerned with progress outputs and effectiveness of programs.

Public Policy 6.7
Berlak p. 205

Program outcomes should be considered and classified as to whether they're
just programmatic or whether they have publie policy consequences. Public
policy questions relate to moral values. Evaluation that deals with public
policy questions must be able to provide information related to the moral
value questions that are involved.

Research Models i 6.10
Weiss; Longest; Cain & Hollieter p. 212

The presence or absence of results can be detected by using a standard
research design.

Social Indicators 6.9
Paulson p. 210

Agencies carrying out broad-based, many-faceted programs in a community
might want to consider measuring results in terms of social indexes. The
Community Health model, for example, uses measures on indexes in political,
environmental, economic, social, and educational fields to analyze community
situations as a basis for planning and then to use follow-up measures to examine
results. Each of the major areas is examined by means of a group of subscales.

Social Systems Models 2.4
Loomis p. 116

Social systems models may have a good deal to contribute to program
evaluation. One model includes three key kinds of ingredients: elements,
processes, and requisites for eocial actions. Elements include: standards,
sanctions, knowledge, and-attitudes which are key ingredients in evaluation
Processes such as communication, institutionalization, boundary madintenance,
systemic linkage, and social control affect both a program and its evaluation.
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System Approach to Goal Setting 2.3
Van Gigeh & Hill p. 111

System analysis is a process, a rational mode of approaching complex
problems, a tool in decision making. A systems approach to goal setting
includes: systems definition, structure, and design; system design process;
defining the boundaries of the system and identifying how those within the
system judge ite performance; goal integration and methods of obtaining
it; goal-setting process.

System Role Model ' 3.2
Knox p. 124

Seven components are identified from system and role theory and prior
research and evaluation as the key targets of analysis in evaluation. They
include: context, inputs, process, activity, outcome, judgment, and application
of findings. The foilcwing points should be considered in designing evaluation
systems: evidence, benefits, frequency, feedback, commitment, objectivity,
and standards.

Trade-0ff and Comparative Cost Approach 1.6
Glass p. 95

A format for evaluation of materials or educational activities includes:
describing the product to be evaluated; evaluating the goale of the product;
clarifying the point of entry of the evaluator; determining the kinds of
trade-offe involved; comparing costs with costs of altermatives; making an
intringic (secondary) evaluation; making an outcome (primary) evaluation;
forming judgments and recommendations; stipulating eircumetances that would
modify the conclusions; and evaluating the evaluator.

/

Transactional Evaluation 4,6
Rippey / p. 150

Transactional evaluation looks at the effects of chg’nged programs on
the changers themselves. It focuses on evaluating program acceptance and
gives attention to examining: unanticipated as well as expected consequences,
the effect on the total organization and not just thdse directly involved,
dislocation due to competition for resources.- Both( the supporters and the

oritice of the program change are involved. \
AN
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Tylerian Models 5.1
p. 154

Evaluation is concerned with determining whether education is actually
producing the resulte it sete out to achieve as indicated by statements
of objectives. The evaluation process includes: analyzing objectives to
identify and clarify content and behavior, identifying situations which
will give the student a chance to express the behavior related to the
content, selecting or developing instruments, analyzing the amount of change
that has taken place in students; analyzing the strengths and weaknesses
of the program.

Types of Evaluation 5.3
Wholey et al. p. 181

An analysis of federal program evaluation came up with four categories
of evaluation: program impact evaluation, program strategy evaluation,
project evaluation, and project rating. Monitoring, reporting systems,
and cost analysis are defined but excluded from the categorization. Choice
of type depends on importance and feasibility.

Weighted Criteria Approach 1.6
Crane & Abt . p. 96

Cost effectiveness of alternative curriculum materials is calculated by
a detailed breakdown and analysis of components, quality, and cost. The
following elements are included: coverage, appropriateness, motivational
effectiveness, and cost. A score is computed using weights assigned to
subcriteria. Scores of alternative products are compared.

When-To-Do-It-Yourself Continuum 3.4
Alexander p. 131

Data-gathering activities are grouped into five main categories: habitual
but unorganised, simple guides, reporting by studente or teacher, post- or
pre- and post-teeting, and experimental design using control or comparative
group. Although program personnel are responsible for carrying out most
of the activities, help should be gotten from specialists when the more
complicated categories are involved.

Zones of Results i 6.2
Lamrock, Smith, & Warren p. 195

Results need to be examined within the learning setting, in real life
during the course of the learning, and in real life at an inteival after the
completion of the learning activity.
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. Appendix B
EVALUATION APPROACHES CATEGORIZED BY FIELD OF ORIGIN

ADULT EDUCATION

Adult Basic Education
Actual Component Approach [Knox, Mezirow, & Darkenwald, Jr.]
Improvement Evaluation [Kreitlow]

Community Development
Multiple Change Approach [Hayes, Jr.]
Social Indicators [Paulson]

Continuing Education
System Role Model [Knox]
Adoption of the Tyler Model by Adult Education
Participant Reacticn Approaches

Extengion Education
Priority Decisions [Boylel
Developmental Evaluation--NewStart Evaluation System [Lamrock, Smith, § Warren]
Motivational Model [Lewis]
Program Contact System [Duft]
Management Information Systems (SEMIS)
Means-Ends Hierarchy [Bennett]
Natural Process Approach [Steelel
Monitoring Evaluation [Brucel
Adoption of the Tyler Model by Adult Education
Multiple Dimensions of Program Effectiveness [Steele]
Effectivenecs of Methods [Wilson & Gallup])
When-To-Do-It-Yourself Continuum [Alexander]

Voeational Education

: Criteria and Objectives [Matteson]

: Locally Directed Evaluation [Byram & Robertson]
; Ohio Model [Starr et al.]

P Information Domains LNelson]

, Impact Evaluation [Borus & Tash]

WA ]

-} OTHER FIELDS OF EDUCATION

Higher Education
Institutional Evaluation [Forehand]
Materials Evaluation--Trade-Off and Comparative Cost Approach [Glass])
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OTHER FIELDS OF EDUCATION (cont.)

Elementary and Secondary Education
Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP) [Stufflebeam; Phi Delta Kappal
Discrepancy Evaluation [Provus]
Developmental Evaluation--IPI Formative Evaluation [Lindvall & Cox]
Materials Evaluation--Weighted Criteria Approach [Crane & Abt]
Macro System Model [Alkin]
System Approach to Goal Setting [Van Gigch & Hill] ' !
Countenance of Evaluation [Stake]
Appraisal Model [Harris]
Data Management (Phi Delta Kappal
Transactional Evaluation [Rippey]
Tylerian Models and aAdaptations [Tyler; Gottman & Clasen; Merwin & Womer]
Goal-Referenced Instruction [Popham § Baker]
Evaluation As Facilitation of Learning [Bloom, Hastings, & Madaus]
Objectives: Categorizations and Criteria
Goal Free Evaluation [Scriven]
Public Policy [Berlak] ’
Accountability

OTHER SOCIAL FIELDS

Health
Criteria of Success Approach [Suchman]
0-A-R Model [Deniston et al.]

Several Social Fields
Differential Evaluation [Tripodi, Fellin, & Epstein]
Zxecution-Impact Approach [Freeman & Sherwood]
Managerial Systems--Program Evaluation and Review Technique (PERT)
Organization As a Total System [Young]
Evaluating Decision Making [Hesseling]
Socie-Organizational Systems
Social Systems Models [Loomis]
Organizational Models [Etizioni; Scnulberg & Baker]
Types of Evaluation [Wholey et al.]
Research Models [Weiss; Longest; Cain & Robertson]
Efficiency Examinations
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Appendix C
A TRY AT DEVELOPING A TAXONOMY OF PROGRAM EVALUATION APPROACHES

The six groups used as the ordering device in this monograph were
abstracted from this very rough and preliminary try tc classify the types
of evaluation activities that go on in adult education. This is only one
way in which approaches can be classified. Others need to be developed and
comparative merits debated. The point presently isn't what organizational
system to use, but the need for recognizing that the term evaluation includes
such a number of different phenomena that classification systems are needed
to help the practitioner and the theorist develop and improve evaluative
activities.

The very tentative classification system used here has several categories
and subdivisions. Starting with the broadest categories first, in practice
and in general discussion, there appear to b three general types of e&aluation
that take place in adult education:

Evaluation of participants (grading, certification, etc.).

Evaluation of personnel (merit raises, rank and promotion, Civil
Service, performance reviews, etc.).

Evaluation of programs. :

Although the three should interact closely, they often are treated as
quite distinctly different fields of specialized endeavor.

Each domain has its own subcategories. Our concern currently is with
the domain of program evaluation. There are several categories within it.
Some are well established and well recognized; others are emerging. Program
evaluation presently appears to contain the following categories:

Evaluation of process. '

Evaluation of results.
Evaluation of program as funotioning, producing systems.
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Eventually program evaluation may come to mean only the third category
with the other two identified as other types of evaluation.
Evaluation of process is excluded from this monograph. It would
include such things as approaches to evaluating group interaction, student-teacher
interaction, teacher performance, effectiveness of teaching strategy, quality
of promotion, extensiveness-of legitimation activities, effectiveness of use
of visual aids, etc. A good deal has been done in establishing criteria and
procedures for evaluating the processes and materials used in adult education.
Evaluation of results has been included because of the general pre-
occupation with this type of evaluatien. It has been divided into two categories:

Attuinment of objectives.
Evaluation of outcomee and effects.

The first category includes the myriad of models that use objectives as
the definition of what results will be judged against. The second category
includes broader approaches to examining results. '

Subcategorizations within evaluation of program as funcii:aing, producing
systems evolve from the content of the present models and approaches rather
than from need or logic. Recent approaches to the program as a system appear
to be of two kinds:

Patterns of the program eyetem.
Patterns of the program system as mirrowed in evaluation processes
and data. :

Within patterus of program systems, there seem to be at least two
typcs of approaches emerging:
Evaluation of the system and its components a8 imput into

decieion making.
Evaluation of effectiveness of program parts.
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Patterns of program as mirrored in evaluative activities also can
be further subdivided into at least two categeries:

Kinds of data; types of activities.
Evaluation processes.

See Appendix Table C-1 for the composite outline of categories. As we
better understand present approaches, develop new ones, and are better able

to relate to program needs, it's possibie that these categories will be

replaced by others.

Table C-1
A SYSTEM FOR CLASSIFYING EVALUATION APPROACHES

I, Evaluation of participants.
y II. Evaluation cf personnel.
IIl. Evaluation of program.
A. Evaluation o’ procsss.
B. Evaluation of results.
* 1. Results--Attainment of Objectives.
* 2. Results--Evaluation of Outcomes and Effects.
C. Evaluation of programs as functioning, producing systems.
1. Patterns of program systems.
" * a, Evaluation As Input Into Decision Making.
(1)} Major or general decisionms.
(2) Specific decision situations (selection of materials,
setting priorities, etc.).
* b. Evaluation of Program Parts.
2. Patterns of program systems as mirrored in evaluation.
* a. FEvaluation--Kinds of Data; Types of Activities
* b. Zvaluation Processes.
(1) General processes.
(2) sSpecifically applied processes.

* Indicates.the six categories that were used as major groupings for
the organization of the monograph. Within level C, numerical levels were
dropped to simplify the number of things the reader has to deal with.
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It seems inadvisable to take space in this monograph to try to explain
the various subcategories and differentiate between them. However, those
familiar with some of the current models may find Appendix Table C-2 useful in
exploring the categorization. It shows where I'd locate several of the emerging
adult and extension education conceptualizations and some of the more well-known
models from general education and health and welfare. See Table 2 on pages ud-us
for a complete listing of the approaches included in this monograph.

You will note for example, that among the adult and extension education
models, Knox and Bennett both are describing ways of categorizing evaluative
data. How rer, they're describing different things in that Knox includes
a wide range of components, while Bennett concentrates only on process and
outcomes. Bruce, Steele, and Kreitlow all have posed frameworks dealing
with evaldéfion processes. However, the three are dealing with such different
things that all three could be used at the same time without undue dup%ication.

And as you consider some of the better known conceptualizations(in general
education and related fields--those by Tyler, Suchman, Scriven, Stake, Stufflebeam--
it's readily apparent that they're talking about quite different things. You
don't choose among them to get a particular thing done, but chooses from
them according to the different things that you need to do. Thus, you'd
choose a Tyler model if you only wanted to examine the attainment of objectives;
Suchman's approach if you wanted to look at results in terms of objectives
pius other criteria; Scriven if you wanted to examine more results than just
those specified in the objective. You'd turn to Stake or Stufflebeam if you
were interested in the system involved. Stufflebeam poses the system in terms
of types of evaluation which influence decision making. Stake describes system
in terms of types of evaluative data that reflect the program components and

the acts of evaluation.
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Table C-2

LOCATION WITHIN THE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM OF ADULT AND

EXTENSION EDUCATION AND OTHER MAJO? APPROACHES

I1I. Evaluation of program.
Evaluation of results.

B.

c.

1.

Results--Attainment of Objectives.

a. Tylerian Modele [Tyler & others].

b. Imstructional models including Goal-Referenced Instruction.
[Popham & Baker].

c. Program objectivee approaches including Criteria and Objectives
[Suchman].

Results--Evaluation of Outcomes and Effects.

a. Goal Free Evaluation [Scriven].

b. Research Models.

c. Accountability.

d. Multiple Change Approach [Hayes, Jr.].

Evaluation of programs as functioning, producing systems.

1.

Patterns of program systems.
a. PEvaluation As Input Into Decision Making.
(1) Major or general decisions.
(a) Decision Centered Evaluation (CIPP) [Stufflebeam;
Phi Delta Kappal.
(b) Differential Evaluation [Tripodi, Fellin, & Epstein].
(2) Specific decision situations. '
(a) Development Models such as IPI Formative Evaluation [Lindvall §
Cox], and NewStart Evaluation System [Lamrock, Smith & Warren].
(b) Diserepancy Evaluation [Prowvus].
b. Evaluation of Program Plans.
(1) Actual Component Approach [Knox, Mezirow, & Darkenwald, Jr.].
(2) Execution-Impact Approach [Freeman & Sherwood].
(3) Management models such as Program Evaluation and
Review Technique (PERT).
Patterns of evaluation.
a. FEvaluation--Kinds of Data; Types of Activities.
(1) Countenance of Evaluation [Stakel].
(2) System Role Model [Knox].
(3) Means-Ends Hierarchy [Bennett].
b. Evaluation Processes.
(1) General processes.
(a) Appraisal Model [Harris].
(b) Natural Process Model [Steele].
(2) Specifically applied processes.
(a) Monitoring Evaluation [Bruce].
(b) Improvement Evaluation [Kreitlow].
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Categories can be crossed very easily with a bit of creativity. For
example, although the program decision CIPP model was designed as input into
decision making, each of the four types could be considered components of
program (context, input, process, and product) and used as a format for
judging effectiveness. On the other hand, the actual component model was
designed to examine effectiveness, but with a bit of restructuring it could
be cast as a guide to key decisionms.

Classification systems can become extremely engrossing. They're
not valuable in and of themselves. They have value only if they help

better understand the phenomena being classified.
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Participant Reaction 1.7
Approaches
Priority Decisions 1.4
Program Contact System 2.4
Program Evaluation and 2.3
Review Technique (PERT)
Program Objectives Approaches 5.3
Program Planning Budgeting 5.3
System (PPBS)
Public Policy 6.7
Research Models 6.10
Social Indicators 6.9
Social Systems Models . 2.4
Socio-Organizational 2.4
Systems
System Approach to 2.3
Goal Setting
System Role Hbdel 3.2

Author

Deniston et al.
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Etizioni; Schulberg
& Baker

Young
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Duft
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Paulson

Loomis
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Classification On
Title Number Author age !
System Variables Approaches 5.3 179
Trade-0ff and Comparative 1.6 Glass g5
Cost Approach
Transactional Evaluation 4.6 Rippey 150
Tylerian Models 5.1 154
Types of Evaluation 5.3 Wholey et al. 181
Weighted Criteria Approach 1.6 Crane & Abt 36
When-To-Do-It-Yourself 3.4 Alexander 131
Continuum
Zones of Rasults 6.2 Lamrock, Smith, 195
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